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Monitoring Academic Progress: Reading (MAP: R), a silent, group-administered screener 
was piloted as part of a comprehensive Response to Intervention program.  MAP: R along with 
AIMSweb© Maze and STAR reading were administered to 1,688 students in Grades 1-3.  
Overall alternate-form reliabilities for MAP: R resulted in moderately high stability (Grade 1 = 
.79, Grade 2 = .78, and Grade 3 = .75).  Test-retest reliability was .90 for Grade1, .84 for Grade 
2, and .89 for Grade 3.  Concurrent validity, correlations for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze 
ranged from .43 to .69, with correlations for MAP: R and STAR ranging from .48 to .67. 
Predictive validity was assessed using end-of-the-year STAR reading scores as the criterion for 
MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze.  Results of a stepwise regression indicated that MAP: R scores 
predicted 37% of the variance in STAR scores and AIMSweb© Maze failed to add additional 
predictive variance.  Data support the utility of MAP: R as a reading screener for progress 
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 Many current instruments used to monitor reading progress in school-aged children focus 
primarily on oral reading fluency to determine whether or not a student needs specialized 
reading instruction within a Response to Intervention (RTI) model.  These measures rely 
almost exclusively on individually administered oral reading fluency tasks to predict reading 
comprehension as well.  Because assessment of reading fluency takes less time than many 
available comprehension measures it is more efficient; and it is a good predictor of reading 
comprehension.  Nonetheless, some experts recommend use of ecologically valid measures of 
reading that offer information regarding fluency and comprehension (Fuchs, 2004), given that 
comprehension is the ultimate goal of reading.  However, current screening measures of 
comprehension are limited in that they typically rely on time-intensive, narrow evaluation, 
e.g., they do not also assess multiple elements of the reading process.  Consequently, the 
Monitoring Academic Progress: Reading (MAP: R) was developed to assess both 
comprehension and fluency in a time efficient group-administered format.  However, there is 
little reliability and validity information available to support its use.  This study was designed 
to determine the extent to which MAP: R exhibits alternate form reliability, test-retest 
reliability, concurrent validity (when compared to other measures such as the AIMSweb© 
Maze task and STAR test), and its predictive power, as compared to the AIMSweb© Maze 
(when the criterion is STAR reading scores). 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Passage of educational legislation such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education 




has placed an emphasis on improving the academic achievement of at-risk students.  NCLB 
stressed that all children, despite various societal factors, should make adequate yearly progress.   
The Reading First Initiative, a federally funded grant program designed to help states meet the 
academic standards of NCLB, took this recommendation a step further, suggesting regular 
monitoring of student progress in the area of reading.  The passage of IDEA (2004), with its 
emphasis on determining student response to scientifically based instruction using Response to 
Intervention (RTI), resulted in an increase in progress monitoring for students at-risk for 
academic failure.  In the wake of this legislation, monitoring academic progress through 
evaluation became an integral feature of the educational environment.  Even though some 
assessment techniques designed to monitor student progress have been around for years (e.g., 
Curriculum-Based Measurement, CBM; Deno & Mirkin, 1977), the reauthorization of IDEA 
with its provision allowing states to use a RTI model for identifying those with reading 
problems, resulted in an impetus to develop more sophisticated and informative progress 
monitoring measurements. 
Response to Intervention 
 Because IDEA (2004) encourages RTI to supplement or substitute for the IQ-
achievement discrepancy model for the identification of learning disabilities, motivation for use 
of progress monitoring assessment has greatly increased.  The intent is to identify and remedy 
learning difficulties early, instead of waiting for students to qualify under the discrepancy model 
before receiving specialized instruction.  Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) pointed out that intervention 
within an RTI model may be used as a process to help struggling students catch up with their 




RTI models require assessment of all students and target a specified number of students for extra 
assistance in reading or math.  For instance, a district may choose to target for intervention 
students who perform in the lower 10% on an RTI assessment instrument.   
After assessment occurs in the RTI process and students are identified for remediation, 
progression through a tiered process of additional instruction begins.  Districts may use between 
two to four tiers which increase in the intensity and length of instruction provided (Hollenbeck, 
2007).  If at the end of the tier process, students have not made adequate gains, they may then be 
identified for special education services, which may require standardized assessment.  Though 
IDEA still requires a comprehensive evaluation for identification of learning disabilities, there is 
no consensus about which elements should comprise the evaluation; so, the debate over which 
tests adequately assess for learning disabilities continues, a debate that has raged for years, well 
before the latest IDEA directives (Bradley, Danielson, & Hallahan, 2002; Fuchs, Fuchs, & 
Speece, 2002; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2002; Siegel, 1999).   
One challenge associated with the implementation of the RTI process is determining the 
most effective, efficient, and psychometrically robust techniques for assessing/monitoring the 
performance of students.  In the discrepancy model for identifying learning disabilities the focus 
has been on using standardized tests to determine the extent to which a severe discrepancy exists 
between ability, typically determined by an IQ score, and academic performance, typically 
operationalized by a test of academic achievement.  In this model, curriculum-based 
measurement data, if used at all, was provided by the teacher before a referral was initiated to 
assess eligibility for special education.  Even though these data have often been advocated as the 




of the special education identification process (Shapiro, 2004).  As a result of the move toward 
using the RTI model to address student progress, emphasis on developing curriculum- based and 
related strategies have led to the creation of new instruments such as Dynamic Indicators of 
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good & Kaminski, 2002a) and AIMSweb© (Shinn & 
Shinn, 2002).  These measures are in many ways a hybrid of traditional standardized tests and 
curriculum-based measures in that they are presumed to accurately reflect the academic 
curriculum, and they can yield norm-referenced comparisons (Bell &McCallum, 2008b).  The 
following sections provide a brief history of the use of standardized and curriculum-based 
measurement to help identify reading-related deficits.   
Measuring Fluency and Comprehension with Norm-Referenced Tests 
 The need to assess student performance in order to make informed educational decisions 
has long been recognized and both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests have been 
used for this purpose.  Norm-referenced tests are used primarily for comparison purposes 
(Shapiro, 2004); an examinee‟s performance is defined within the context of his or her peers, 
(e.g., how well his/her responses to test questions match those of the norm group).  Norm-
referenced tests are useful when making special education eligibility decisions because these 
decisions have traditionally been based on how discrepant an individual‟s performance is from 
the norm group (Shapiro, 2004).  Even though norm-referenced tests can provide this 
information, they have several limitations, including a lack of match to the curriculum.  This 
makes it difficult for teachers to use norm-referenced information to inform them about what 




curriculum.  Additionally, norm-referenced tests produce a global snapshot of skills and may not 
be sensitive enough to measure small gains in student performance (Shapiro, 2004). 
Many standardized measures of reading currently exist, and measures of reading fluency 
are most common.  Reading fluency rates not only inform teachers about word recognition, but 
fluency rate is a powerful predictor of reading comprehension, and overall reading success 
(Deno, Mirkin, &Chiang, 1982; Edwards, Lutz, & Keller, 2004; Hamilton & Shinn, 2003; 
Hintze, Callahan, Matthews, & Shapiro, 2002; Williams & Tobin, 2002).  This robust finding 
was reinforced by recommendations made by the National Reading Panel in 2000; the Panel 
members noted:  
“Because the ability to obtain meaning from print depends so strongly on the  
development of word recognition accuracy and reading fluency, both of the latter should 
be regularly assessed in the classroom, permitting timely and effective instructional 
response when difficulty or delay is apparent”(p.7). 
Measures that assess fluency are useful for helping teachers design appropriate reading 
instruction and interventions for students.  However, one of the difficulties inherent in 
developing assessments that assess fluency is the lack of agreement on what reading behaviors 
constitute reading fluency.  Is reading fluency freedom from word identification problems that 
interfere with reading comprehension, as suggested by Harris and Hodges (1995)?  Is reading 
fluency the fast, effortless, autonomous, and unconscious recognition of words described by 
Logan (1997)?  Or is reading fluency simply oral reading operationalized by rate and accuracy?  
Reading fluency is related to automaticity.  Laberge and Samuels (1974) define 




context of reading, automaticity characterizes the ability to decode or identify words with little 
conscious cognitive effort.  Individuals who decode automatically have more cognitive capacity 
to devote to reading comprehension.  If an individual lacks automaticity fluency will be 
hindered.  Clearly, word recognition automaticity helps students read faster (Samuels & Flor, 
1997).  Prosody is also a component in some definitions of reading fluency.  Prosody consists of 
rhythm, intonation, and phrasing when reading and, according to Hook and Jones (2002), is 
needed in order to read fluently. 
Rasinski (1994) proposes that readers who are fluent group words into meaningful units 
or phrases.  Similarly, according to Newell and Rosenbloom (1981) fluent readers chunk 
information into components with complex information integrated into single units of 
information.  By chunking information, readers concentrate less on making meaning of each 
word and more on making sense of meaningful phrases.  As a result, reading becomes less 
labored and segmented. According to Rasinski and Newell and Rosenbloom, then, fluent readers 
are adept at parsing.  
Parsing is the ability to integrate the meanings of individual words while reading into 
larger units of meaning (Gagne &Yekovich, 1993).  This ability to use the syntactic and 
linguistic rules of language to form meaningful ideas is essential for literal comprehension, one 
of the component processes of reading.  Parsing is a good indicator of comprehension because it 
requires a reader to establish relationships between and among words to make meaning.  Readers 
who effectively chunk text into meaningful units in this manner are also more likely to divide 
text into appropriate phrases, which underlies the prosody associated with identifying which 




and Stahl (2003), this ability to identify text phrasing (parsing) is itself an indicator of whether or 
not the student has comprehended the text.  Therefore, by using measures that incorporate 
parsing or text phrasing, the examiner is able to get information about how quickly the student 
reads and how well that student chunks words into meaningful units. 
Comprehension is identified as a target area by the National Reading Panel (2000). 
Comprehension is a complex process that involves many different elements (Duke & Pearson, 
2002 ). Reading comprehension also involves constant and ongoing adaptation of many 
cognitive processes (Williams, 2002). Parsing or text phrasing is one component of the overall 
process of reading comprehension. 
Although oral reading fluency is a predictor of reading comprehension for most students, 
oral reading measures that focus solely on rate and accuracy do not give educators instructional 
information regarding the construction of meaning from text.  Complicating this issue, in part, is 
the controversy that exists regarding “word-callers”.  Stanovich (1986) describes word-callers as 
students who possess adequate decoding skills, but do not comprehend the meaning of the 
decoded text.  Controversy exists in the research literature regarding the prevalence of word-
callers (Hamilton & Shinn, 2003; Meisinger, Bradley, Schwanenflugel, Kuhn, &Morris, 2009; 
Nathan & Stanovich, 1991).  Hamilton and Shinn found that teacher identification of word-
callers was unreliable.  Meisinger et al. examined the relationship between teacher nominations 
and the prevalence of word-callers in elementary school children.  In this study, word-callers 
were operationally defined as students with psychometrically normal fluency score (e.g. a 
minimum standard score of 95 on the Gray Oral Reading Test – 4 [GORT-4] Fluency scale) but 




below on the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test-Reading Comprehension (WIAT-RC; 
Wechsler, 1992).  According to the Meisinger et al. study the incidence of word-callers is 
relatively rare in the early grades but is more prevalent in late elementary grades.  This 
phenomenon likely relates to the “fourth grade slump” noted by Jean Chall (1986).  As students 
progress through elementary grades, reading demands change from simple decoding and surface 
level comprehension to deep understanding of vocabulary and language.  
Oral reading measures for fluency may not take into account diverse groups of students 
who exhibit the characteristics of word-callers.  Hyperlexia, the ability to decode fluently but 
comprehend poorly, often co-exists with Asperger‟s Syndrome and may resemble word-calling 
(Grigorenko et al., 2002).  Additionally, some English Language Learners and others with 
limited exposure to the mainstream culture may decode more fluently than they comprehend due 
to limited exposure to English language (Carlo et al., 2004; Marzano, 2004; Nakamoto, Lindsey, 
& Manis, 2007; Proctor, Carlo, August, &Snow, 2005).  Therefore, even if the prevalence of 
word-callers is relatively rare in the early elementary grades, these students who struggle with 
comprehension but decode well likely would be missed by oral reading assessments.  
Conversely, students who struggle with automaticity but comprehend a high percentage (of 
words read) might be targeted to receive reading remediation that is not needed.  If reading 
comprehension is the ultimate goal of reading, then fluency measures that contain components 
related to comprehension in addition to speed are likely the most beneficial in predicting 
comprehension.  However, one of the biggest challenges to implementing this type of top-down 




Nonetheless, given the importance of assessing comprehension, more attention should be paid to 
developing such measures.  
Many of the studies recommending fluency be used as a predictor of comprehension are 
based on correlational data.  Ultimately, relying on fluency measures to predict comprehension 
will fail to identify some children who need remediation.  Consequently, Shapiro (2004) 
recommended that any CBM for reading include some type of comprehension screen. 
Standardized Measures of Reading Fluency 
Several assessments currently exist that measure aspects of reading fluency.  However, as 
revealed in a study of 496 elementary teachers conducted by Paris, Paris, and Carpenter (2001), 
teachers consider lack of training and time constraints as obstacles in incorporating standardized 
assessments in the classroom.  Even so, several exist and are widely used. Standardized 
instruments provide both individualized and group formats and may require silent or oral 
responding.  Among the most commonly used tests of  standardized reading assessments are: 
The Woodcock-Johnson – III Tests of Achievement (WJ-III; Woodcock, McGrew,& Mather, 
2001), the Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement (K-TEA; Kaufman &Kaufman, 2004), the 
Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE; Torgensen, Wagner, &Rashotte, 1999), the Nelson 
Denny Reading Test (Brown, Vick, Fishco,& Hanna, 1993), the Gray Oral Reading Tests-
Diagnostic (GORT-D; Wiederbolt & Bryant, 2001), the Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency 
(TOSWRF; Mather, Hamill, Allen, & Roberts, 2004),  the Test of Silent Contextual Reading 
Fluency (TOSCRF; Hammill, Wiederholt, & Allen, 2006), and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good &Kaminski, 2002b).  With the exception of the TOSWRF 




practical for routine classroom use.  Additionally, only the Nelson Denny, TOSWRF, and 
TOSCRF provide an option for silent, group administration, with the other assessments requiring 
students to read the test content aloud and/or be individually administered.  
 Because educators are typically motivated to use the most efficient assessment strategies 
they are increasingly interested in evaluating, and adopting, group-based and/or silent 
instruments.  One of the most promising instruments is the TOSWRF, considered a beneficial 
instrument for teachers because it allows a silent reading option and may be group-administered.   
With an administration time of 3 minutes, the test is also efficient for use within the classroom 
setting.  The TOSWRF relies on a word chaining technique and is designed for students aged 6-6 
years to 17-11 years.  Word chaining uses a graded word list utilizing both sight and vocabulary 
knowledge by presenting words that become less familiar as the items increase in difficulty (Bell 
et al., 2006).  The words are presented to the examinee with no spaces between them.  The 
examinee is then asked to separate the words by drawing lines between them in order to identify 
as many different words as possible during the time limit provided (Mather et al., 2004).  The 
TOSWRF essentially relies on unconnected text to assess the automaticity of word recognition 
and decoding. 
  Although the TOSWRF provides useful information it is limited; it allows the examinee 
to recognize words as wholes and it assesses automaticity, but it does not require the examinee to 
make meaningful connections between sentences as recommended by Fuchs (2004).  The 
TOSWRF requires chunking of words but not the chunking of information into meaningful units, 
a skill required for quickly processing new information (Rupley, Wilson, &Nichols, 1998).  




for screening (e.g. three times per year) but not for progress monitoring.  Additionally, the 
TOSWRF is limited because it does not address prosody or anticipation related to fluency, both 
of which are needed for readers to fluently read materials (Hook et al., 2002).  This skill is 
recognized by the National Reading Panel (NRP) as a component of fluency (National Institute 
of Child Health and Human Development, 2000).  
 The TOCSRF is also a potentially useful assessment in assisting classroom teachers with 
designing appropriate reading instruction. The TOCSRF is practical for use within classroom 
settings because it can be administered silently to groups and is given within a relatively short 
time frame (2 minutes for practice exercises with students advancing to a 3 minute test if they 
perform well).  Like the TOSWRF, the TOSCRF requires examinees to mark between words.  
However, the TOSCRF differs from the TOSWRF in that it uses connected text with graded 
passages of increasing difficulty.  With the TOSCRF the embedded words are combined in 
chunks or passages with meaning (Bell, McCallum, Kirk, Fuller, & McCane-Bowling, 2007).  
The TOSCRF has four alternate forms; however like the TOSWRF, it provides standard scores 
and it not suitable for frequent progress monitoring.  Passages range from pre-primer with simple 
grammar to adult level with complex grammar.  Each passage contains letters in all uppercase 
print and no punctuation.  Examinees are instructed to draw a line between each word in the text.   
Although the TOSCRF format incorporates chunking of meaningful units into the assessment of 
reading fluency as recommended by Rupley et al. (1998), it does not necessarily require the 
examinee to process meaningful connections between sentences or complete ideas, which is 
intertwined with reading fluency and comprehension (Fuchs, 2004).  In some instances, passages 




comprehend what they read in context instead of simply identifying words (Hammill et al., 
2006). 
Curriculum-Based Measures of Reading Fluency 
 Because traditional standardized tests are not time efficient nor tied to the curriculum, 
they are only of limited help to classroom teachers.  Criterion-referenced tests may be more 
useful.  Such tests differ from most norm-referenced tests in that they specifically measure 
acquisition of specific skills (Shapiro, 2004).  Since these tests measure individual performance 
on a set of academic skills and are not typically used for ranking, they do not require a norm 
group.  Their results are more often considered important because they are anchored within a 
mastery-based orientation.  That is, the results reveal content mastery, or not, of specific 
academic skills, which may be compared to superordinate academic goals.  Often, criterion-
referenced tests set predetermined criteria for mastery of a set of skills.  Like standardized tests, 
these criterion-referenced tests also have limitations.  For example, they are often characterized 
by little methodological sophistication, and little evidence to support the presumed relationship 
between specific skills assessed and the less sophisticated building blocks (of these skills). 
According to Shapiro (2004), because criterion-referenced tests measure only specific (and 
perhaps semi-independent) subsets of skills within a domain, they may not be sensitive to small 
amounts of growth in student performance.  As a result, even though criterion-referenced tests 
make useful screeners for academic problems, they lack the sensitivity for progress monitoring 
over time. 
 The idea of monitoring instructional content to make informed and specific educational 




Program Modification (DBPM) model that stressed the importance of progress monitoring in 
order to make educational decisions for students receiving special education services.  Within 
this model teachers used data generated from curriculum-based measurement (CBM) to make 
judgments about how to adjust instructional design for individual students with learning 
difficulties.  CBM measures are typically developed after consideration of the following: a) What 
(goals) to measure; b) How to measure; and c) How to use the data (Fuchs, Fuchs, &Maxwell, 
1988; Shinn 1989; Shinn, 1998).  A particularly prized strength of CBM is its capability to 
measure the specific performance of individual students over time (Deno, 1985).  CBM 
measurement can be evaluated because it often provides alternate forms that are amenable to the 
calculation of test-retest and alternate-forms reliability.   
By implementing CBM procedures in schools, educators are able to measure student 
progress on a variety of constructs.  Although CBM initially began as a way to monitor progress 
in reading, math, and written expression directly linked to the curriculum, in recent years it has 
been expanded to encompass specific academic content, but the content is not directly linked to a 
particular curriculum being used by a school (Fuchs & Deno, 1994).  This allows for the 
standardization of CBM measures that may be used across schools and curriculums.  Fuchs and 
Deno referred to this type of CBM as General Outcome Measurement (GOM).  GOM lends itself 
to progress monitoring for RTI programs in schools.  Currently, GOM measures are used 
extensively to assess reading progress within RTI models across the country, especially in 
relation to progress made at the end of the year.  
 Curriculum Based Assessment (CBA), a related descriptor, is also often referred to in the 




and math.  CBA, like CBM, is designed to provide information about a student‟s progress in 
order to determine if intervention is needed (Gickling & Havertape, 1981; Shapiro & Lentz, 
1986).  Gickling‟s model of CBA relies on the premise that students‟ lack of achievement is 
based on environmental variables with the classroom (e.g. nature of instruction) rather than 
intrinsic student factors, and the teacher uses the data obtained from the assessments to alter 
instructional strategies or techniques, rather than specific progress monitoring (Gickling, 1985).   
Within CBA the assessments are often teacher-made or commercial tests that relate directly to 
the curriculum.  Beginning with Fuchs and Fuchs (1986) and the description of standardization 
procedures and psychometric properties of CBM, the differences between CBA and CBM 
became more pronounced since CBA measures focus more directly on curricular content.   
Integrating Standardized and Curriculum-Based Measurement with RTI 
Both CBM and CBA can be used within the classroom to inform the RTI process. 
Although the National Reading Panel (NRP) identified five pillars critical to reading 
(phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension; National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development, 2000), assessment of phonics and fluency have most 
often been the focus of attention as experts have developed screening instruments within RTI 
models.  Traditional reading assessments typically assess reading skills in a bottom-up manner 
beginning with letter-sound identification, phonics knowledge, and then fluency.  Individual 
weaknesses in these areas are then identified and targeted for skill remediation.  One of the most 
commonly used commercial assessments, the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS), uses this procedure.  Because DIBELS is a commonly used instrument within the 




standardized and curriculum-based measurement elements, it is the focus of the following 
discussion.  
The DIBELS assessment was widely used in schools across the United States as part of 
the Reading First initiative (Riedel, 2007).  Unlike the TOSWRF and the TOCSRF, DIBELS 
administration is individualized and time-consuming. The oral reading fluency (ORF) subtest 
assesses reading fluency by measuring how fast a student reads a passage of connected text. 
Since the administration of this subtest requires oral reading, the examinee is not asked to make 
marks to delineate between connected text.  With the ORF only the rate at which the student 
reads is measured with no emphasis on prosody.  Pressley, Hilden, and Shankland (2005) 
asserted that DIBELS essentially only measures the speed at which the words are read with little 
attention given to whether or not the material is comprehended.  In addition to the ORF subtest, 
DIBELS also contains subtests for phoneme segmentation fluency (PSF), nonsense word fluency 
(NWF), and retell fluency (RF).  According to a study conducted by Riedel (2007), the ORF 
(r=.67) subtest was the most accurate predictor of reading comprehension as measured by the 
Terra Nova Reading normal curve equivalent scores at the end of  first- and second-grades. 
DIBELS RF, which was created in part to be an indicator of comprehension, is a weaker 
predictor of comprehension than ORF alone, which may due to scoring subjectivity (Riedel, 
2007; Samuels, 2007).  
DIBELS ORF essentially measures only the student‟s reading rate (Pressley et al., 2005). 
If students exhibit weaknesses in fluency, further testing may be used to determine the effects of 
the deficits on comprehension, but the follow-up assessment is rare.  Interventions are often 




comprehension will improve as well. Vocabulary and comprehension are inadequately assessed 
(Scanlon, 2011; Spear-Swerling, 2011).  As part of school-wide response to intervention 
guidelines, students who may have no weaknesses in comprehension or any of the other areas 
essential for reading are routinely tested with screeners involving skills they have already 
mastered.  Conversely, students who have difficulty with comprehension or vocabulary but who 
have little difficulty with phonics or fluency may be completely missed by fluency-only 
assessments. Despite these criticisms, research indicates that oral reading fluency is the best 
overall predictor of reading performance for the vast majority of students (Andren, 2011; Good 
et al., 2001; Hintze & Silberglitt, 2005; McGlinchey & Hixson, 2004; Stage & Jacobsen, 2001; 
Wiley & Deno, 2005).  
 Ignoring comprehension as part of a screening model for identifying reading difficulties 
creates a challenge for educators.  Although the NRP recognizes that fluency is a powerful 
predictor of comprehension, the Panel also recognizes that comprehension is the ultimate goal of 
reading (National Institute of Child and Human Development, 2000).  By using narrow screening 
measures that address only specific skill acquisition, educators run the risk of identifying 
students for remediation who do not really need it or miss others who do.  Given the large 
amount of time and resources needed to administer the DIBELS and similar assessments, 
Allington (2009) questioned if this is this really the most effective use of time and money if the 
measure does not adequately assess comprehension.  
 Another assessment package that focuses on oral reading fluency and is widely used in 
RTI is AIMSweb©. AIMSweb© provides a maze measure for comprehension. The oral reading 




determine rate and accuracy.  The maze task is administered separately from the oral reading 
fluency measure.  With the maze task every seventh word in a graded narrative reading passage 
is omitted and replaced with three word choices.  The reader must then identify the correct 
choice to complete the idea.  Examinees are given three minutes to complete the maze task. 
Research indicates that the AIMSweb© Maze task has adequate predictive validity (Jenkins & 
Jewell, 1993; Shinn, Deno, & Espin, 2000).  However, the AIMSweb© Maze procedure must be 
administered with the AIMSweb© ORF measure to give a complete picture of fluency and 
comprehension.  The AIMSweb© ORF is individually administered and takes 1 min to give to a 
student.  The AIMSweb© Maze task may be group-administered and takes 3 min to administer.  
Therefore, the total administration time is 4 min which does not include the time lost in having 
students leave class, sit down with an examiner, and then return to class. Additionally, neither 
test requires examinees to make meaningful connections between sentences and ideas as 
recommended by Fuchs (2004). 
Christo, Davis, and Brock (2009) recommended a top-down method of reading 
assessment that begins with assessing comprehension first and then moving on to the other NRP 
areas.  For instance, if comprehension (or vocabulary) was assessed and comprehension was 
found to be below expectations, fluency in text would then be assessed.  If fluency was found to 
be age-appropriate the targeted intervention for improving comprehension would include a focus 
on comprehension strategies and vocabulary.  However, if fluency was found to be below 
expectations, word reading skills would be assessed as well.  Christo et al. proposed that word 
reading skill be measured in timed and untimed conditions.  If age appropriate word reading 




below expectations in untimed conditions, direct instruction in sound-symbol and word learning 
would be provided.  Alternately, if word reading skills were found to be below expectations in 
timed conditions, intervention would focus primarily on practice and fluency. 
 With the assessment process outlined by Christo, et al. (2009), some of the problems 
presented by the bottom-up style of assessment are eliminated.  Proficiency with bottom-up skills 
such as decoding and fluency will not automatically yield gains in reading comprehension, 
perhaps, in part, because other skills essential for reading comprehension such as reasoning and 
vocabulary have not improved (Cutting & Scaborough, 2006).  For instance, by assessing 
comprehension and vocabulary skills as the first part of the process, students who are 
experiencing difficulty with reading comprehension due to language difficulties are identified. 
As a result, these students receive a more appropriate form of intervention that will later aid them 
with comprehension; on the other hand, if the intervention had only focused on fluency the true 
difficulties may have been misidentified and an inappropriate strategy applied.  Secondly, this 
model recognizes that if students comprehend what they read, a straight comprehension 
intervention is probably not in their best interest. Finally, the model provides recommendations 
for interventions that address comprehension strategies and vocabulary.  
Effective implementation of this and similar models requires effective and efficient 
reading measures for monitoring progress. It is important to note that CBM-type data and 
information from more traditional standardized academic and cognitive measures will likely be 
used within the RTI model at the end of the monitoring process for students who fail to respond 
to empirically-based intervention, and when eligibility for special education is under 




administered oral format and/or fail to provide a psychometrically sound operationalization of 
fluency and comprehension.  
MAP: R Reading Assessment  
Currently, there are few techniques that assess the extent to which students can make 
meaningful connections between sentences or complete ideas in a group format within the 
classroom.  A newly developed instrument, the Monitoring Academic Progress: Reading (MAP: 
R: Bell, Hilton-Prillhart, McCallum, & Hopkins, 2009) addresses this need by assessing the 
ability to read connected text, and can also be administered silently, within a group setting.  
First-grade MAP: R probes provide students with strings of words with connected text.  These 
probes were written at the end-of-grade difficulty level, and require students to mark between 
each word.  MAP: R probes for students at the second-and-third grade levels provide students 
with short reading passages, with text in lower case font and without ending punctuation.  Each 
passage is comprised of sentences arranged to create a coherent, meaningful paragraph, each 
containing 10 ideas.  The examinee is asked to mark between complete ideas with a pencil.  The 
difficulty level of the passages is targeted for end of grade performance, with a consistent level 
of difficulty maintained from passage to passage.  The test is timed with the examinee given 3 
min to read and mark as many passages as possible.  Because the MAP: R is timed, it also 
provides a measure of fluency mediated by comprehension. 
MAP: R addresses the gap in current reading fluency measurement.  It is designed to 
assess comprehension and fluency in an efficient, group-administered format.  The MAP: R 
provides an assessment of students‟ ability to make meaningful connections between sentences 




complete ideas it may provide a more powerful predictor of reading comprehension than most 
assessment measures currently being used in schools.  Unless reading fluency measures assess 
reading comprehension instructional time may be lost in working on skills that have little relation 
to improving comprehension (Riedel, 2007).  MAP: R follows the definition of reading fluency 
in the National Reading Panel report (National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development, 2000) and assesses fluent word recognition and comprehension, which optimally 
occurs simultaneously.  
Statement of the Problem 
 Currently there are few ecologically valid measures of reading that provide information 
regarding fluency and comprehension using a group-administered silent reading format.  If 
comprehension is the ultimate goal of reading, the assessment of comprehension must be a 
cornerstone of any reading assessment program. The MAP: R is designed to efficiently assess 
fluency and comprehension. In order to use such a test, it is necessary to establish reliability and 
the validity.  The purpose of this study is to establish the reliability and validity of the MAP: R. 
Specific research questions follow. 
1) To what extent does the MAP: R assessment instrument exhibit alternate form reliability? 
2) To what extent does the MAP: R assessment instrument exhibit test-retest reliability? 
3) What is the concurrent validity of the MAP: R when compared to other measures such as 
the AIMSweb© Maze task and the STAR Reading Assessment? 
4) What is the relative predictive power of the MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze when the 







 Participants for this study included over 1,600 public school children within the eastern 
Tennessee area.  The study was completed in a number of developmental phases, as described 
below, and the number of participants varied depending on the phase.  
Instrument Development 
Initial probe development. Prior to beginning the study, this author worked within a 
research group consisting of two university professors, with expertise in reading and test 
development, and two doctoral level School Psychology students, to produce MAP: R probes.   
This effort was informed by a team of specialists from the school district consisting of literacy 
leaders, special education personnel, curriculum specialists, and school psychologists.  Meetings 
occurred to discuss assessment needs within the district and how to best design probes that 
would provide beneficial information as part of the RTI process.  Feedback from these meetings 
informed probe development. 
The initial probe design was based on an experimental version of an unpublished test, the 
Fluency and Comprehension Test: Silent (FACT: S; Bell and McCallum, 2008a).  This 3-min 
subtest requires participants to read passages with connected text and mark between complete 
thoughts.  This subtest was initially designed for use with older students but modified for early 
elementary students.  Probes were developed to be consistent with end- of- year reading levels.   
For instance passages at the second grade level were written at the 2.9 grade level.  The decision 




Panel to assess information amenable to targeting for instruction skills, habits, and learning 
strategies required for successful progress to the next grade.  By targeting end of grade 
performance, test data will inform development of student progress throughout the year (Fuchs et 
al., 1988; Shinn, 1989; Shinn 1998).  In order to ensure content validity for each grade level 
words were taken from the corresponding Dolch Word Lists, curriculum lists provided for each 
grade level by the district, Qualitative Reading Inventory-IV word lists (QRI-IV; Leslie and 
Caldwell, 2006), and state approved curriculum texts.  A combination of narrative and 
informational passages were used.  Information for much of the informational text was based on 
the Tennessee Learning Standards for science and social studies for the second-and third-grades.   
Basing the informational text, in part, on the state science and social studies learning standards 
ensures that the students had approximately the same background context.  The basic 
development of the probes is consistent with a CBM model, can be scored objectively, and is 
amenable to creation of system-wide and school-wide norming.  
 Text readability. This type of measure typically requires that text be controlled and 
reflective of the child‟s grade placement for comparison purposes.  Consistent with the 
recommendation that text readability should address the frequency of words that are highly 
decodable as well as those that are not easily decoded, the Spache readability formula was 
selected to reflect text difficulty (Heibert, 2000).  The decision to use Spache was also based on a 
technical analysis conducted by Good et al. (2001) who characterized it as a reliable formula for 
children‟s text written at the second-grade level.  The Spache formula is a vocabulary-based 
measure, and along with the Dale-Chall and Fry formulas is the most widely used in constructing 




text (Klare, 1984) and lack of vocabulary can lead to school failure for disadvantaged students 
(Becker, 1977), emphasizing vocabulary when determining readability for CBA is crucial.  The 
Spache formula is appropriate for text that is written below the fourth grade level and is based on 
average sentence length and the percentage of unknown words.  Unknown words are basically 
those that are not high frequency sight words for Grade 3 and below and also those words that 
cannot be easily decoded such as “pierce” or “mountain.”  Easily decodable words such as 
consonant-vowel-consonant combinations are included on the list of known words.  This 
readability format aligns with the recommendation made by (Hiebert, 2000) that highly 
decodable words should be treated differently from more difficult words when determining text 
readability (Hiebert, 2002). 
The Spache readability score is calculated using the following formula: Spache 
Index/Grade Level = (0.141 x Average Sentence Length) + (0.086 x Percent of Difficult Words) 
+ 0.839. Average Sentence Length (ASL) is determined by counting the total number of words in 
the passage and dividing by the number of sentences.  Passage length of 100 – 150 words is 
recommended for the best results.  Percent of Difficult Words is calculated by counting the 
number of words in the passage that are not found on the Spache Revised Word List (see 
Appendix A) of known words, dividing the number of difficult or unknown words by the total 
number of words in the passage, and then multiplying by 100 (Spache, 1981).  When 
constructing passages, difficulty was adjusted by adding words not listed on the Spache word 
list, one at a time, to increase the difficulty level of the passage.  When a passage was too 
difficult the sentence length was shortened and words not on the Spache Revised word list were 




the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency Passages. Additionally, the decision was made to use both 
narrative and informational text similar to the format students encounter in the classroom setting.  
In order to control for lack of background knowledge, the informational passages were 
constructed using science and social studies vocabulary words from the second- and third-grade 
curriculums. The decision to use both narrative and informational texts differs from other tests 
currently in use such as AIMSweb© Maze.  
Since the Spache readability formula is not recommended for texts approximating the 4.0 
grade level, the Dale-Chall method (Chall & Dale, 1995) was used in conjunction with Spache to 
check readability for the third grade passages which were written at the 3.9 readability level. 
Developed by Edgar Dale and Jean Chall, the Dale-Chall readability formula is calculated in a 
manner that closely resembles Spache.  The Dale-Chall formula compares a list of 3,000 
Familiar Words against average sentence length (Dreyer, 1984) and is also a vocabulary-based 
readability measure.  The Dale-Chall formula is calculated by using the following formula: 
Dale–Chall readability = (0.1579 x Percentage of Difficult Words) + 0.0496 x Average Sentence 
Length) + 3.635.  As with the Spache readability formula, passage length of 100 – 150 words is 
recommended for the best results.  Percent of Difficult Words is calculated by counting the 
number of words in the passage that are not found on the Spache Revised Word List of known 
words, dividing the number of difficult or unknown words by the total number of words in the 
passage and then multiplying by 100.  Average sentence length is calculated by dividing the 
number of words by the number of sentences. 
When constructing passages, difficulty was adjusted by adding words that were not listed 




difficulty of the passage.  When a passage was too difficult the sentence length was shortened 
and words not on the Dale-Chall Familiar Word List were removed.  This procedure is similar to 
the one used by Good et al. (2002b). 
Pre-pilot tryout phase. MAP: R was initially administered to a small sample of students, 
including six female and three male students.  Four of the participants were first-grade students, 
two were second-grade students, and three were third-grade students.  The probes were adjusted 
for kindergarten and first-grade levels.  A rebus format was used for the kindergarten and 
beginning first-grade probes requiring students to match a picture in a passage with one of two 
word choices.  Choices were mixed in order to provide feedback regarding whether students 
were having difficulty with beginning, middle, or ending phoneme identification.  At the mid-
first grade level passages with connected text were developed using the rebus format.  Connected 
text using short passages without rebus were written at the 1.9 grade level for the end of first 
grade, at the 2.9 level for second-grade, and the 3.9 level for third-grade.  
The results of the tryout indicated that this procedure provided an appropriate format for 
the second- and third-grade probes.  At this level students seemed to have little difficulty 
understanding the concept of complete ideas.  However, some problems were noted. Although 
most second-graders appeared to understand the concept of marking between words, error 
analysis revealed that they struggled with compound sentences.  This is understandable since 
many second-graders are often taught to recognize compound sentences as two ideas linked 
together, and do not yet have the reading sophistication to link separate but related ideas together 
as a single idea.  As a result the decision was made to restrict compound sentences as well as 




 Pilot phase 1. After revision based on pre-pilot tryout results, Pilot Phase 1 Probes were 
given to 181 students in grades 1-3 attending two different elementary schools in the same 
school system.  The schools selected for participation were representative of the student 
demographics for the system according to school personnel.  Participating students included 37 
first-grade students, 59 second-grade students, and 55 third-grade students.  
The probe administration was conducted by one of the research team members and was 
observed by a literacy leader (e.g. person primarily responsible for literacy-related activities 
within the school) and the classroom teacher for each class.  Prior to the probe administration 
students were given directions on how to mark the probes (see Appendix F).  At this time 
opportunities were given for questions, as well as for guided and independent practice.  This 
practice was conducted in order to ensure that students understood task demands prior to taking 
the actual probe. All directions were scripted (see Appendix F).  The administration was untimed 
in an attempt to determine the length of time students needed to complete the activity. 
The first grade probe set (see Appendix C) consisted of 15 items using a rebus format 
with connected text, with a font size of 14, using Times New Roman script.  Boxes were placed 
around each passage to assist students with differentiating between individual passages.  A word 
count number was enclosed at the end of each passage to assist teachers with calculating the 
number of words read.  Students were instructed to mark between each individual idea in the 
passage.  Preliminary feedback indicated that students completed the probes during a range of 
time from 4 to 8 min.  
The second- and third-grade probes (see Appendix C) consisted of six reading passages 




between each individual idea in the passage.  The font size used was 14-point and the script was 
Times New Roman.  
According to teacher report after administration, the first-grade probes relying on the 
rebus format and directions to mark between ideas was much too difficult for first-grade 
students.  This report was supported by data analysis, which yielded a mean of 49.54 out of a 
possible score of 159, a standard deviation of 33.43,and a standard error of the mean (SEM) of 
5.50 (see Table 1), indicating recognition of 31% of the words.  The high variability of scores 
was due perhaps to the wide range of student reading skills within the sample.  Pinnell et al. 
(1995) found that comprehension is directly linked to speed of word recognition.  Because first-
grade instruction is designed to help students master high-frequency sight-words and learning 
decoding skills, many students cannot read and simultaneously identify ideas in context.  Based 
on teacher feedback and a review of other reading assessments for young children the decision 
was made to change this format to marking between words in connected text.  This format 
exposes students to connected text but only requires them to recognize basic words in the 
connected text.  
Data analysis for second grade resulted in a mean of 105.46 out of a possible 403 points, 
standard deviation of 63.39, and a standard error of the mean of 8.25, indicating recognition of 
26% of the words.  Data analysis for third-grade revealed a mean score of 118.42 out of a 
possible 443 points, standard deviation of 71.90, and a standard error of the mean of 9.69, 
indicating recognition of 27% of the words.  Analysis of these results (see Table 1) indicated that 
using compound sentences for second-and-third graders made identification of individual ideas 




Participants were in the beginning part of their second-and-third grade years, but assessments 
targeted end-of-the-year reading levels.  Teachers reported that the format used for second-and 
third-grade students was appropriate other than the use of compound sentences and prepositional 
phrases (at the beginning and end of ideas) for both grade levels for the next administration.  
 Pilot phase 2. Following revision, Pilot Phase 2 Probes were given to 153 students in 
grades 1-3 attending two different elementary schools in the same system (see Table 2).  The 
schools that were selected for participation were the same schools that were used for the Pilot 
Phase 1 Study.  
The probe administration was conducted by one of the research team members and was 
observed by a literacy leader and the classroom teacher for each class.  Prior to the probe 
administration students were given scripted directions (see Appendix D).  At this time 
opportunities were given for questions, as well as for guided and independent practice.  This 
practice was conducted in order to ensure that students understood task demands prior to taking 
the actual probe.  Participants were allowed three minutes to complete the practice exercise and 
three minutes to complete the actual probes. 
Probes were administered to both grade-level participants and students one grade level 
higher in order to compare performance and to ensure appropriate difficulty level.  This was the 
first administration of the modified first grade probes.  The first grade probes consisted of strings 
of connected text with equal 5 point spacing between all letters.  A group of first grade students 
were administered probes originally designed for kindergarten, a second group of first graders 
were administered probes designed for beginning first grade (1.4 grade level), a group of second 




second grade students were given second grade probes, a group of third grade students were 
given third grade probes, and a group of fourth grade students were given third grade probes. 
Students in the first grade group given the 1.4 grade level passages were instructed to mark 
between words, which was a dramatic departure from the rebus format used in the Pilot Phase 1 
study.  Teacher feedback suggested that they were pleased with this change and had more 
confidence in the results.  The revised first-grade probes used 14 point font and Times-New 
Roman font, with serifs in the print.  Serif font makes differentiating between letters and 
numbers easier (e.g. I and 1).  The first grade probe contained 11 individual passages with 107 
words total for all passages combined. 
First-graders taking the kindergarten probes produced a mean of 13.45 out of a total of 30 
for words read, and a standard deviation of 1.21 indicating that the first-grade group recognized 
out about 45% of the words designed for kindergartners.  Beginning first-graders (the 1.4 grade 
level) produced a mean of 25.80 out of a possible score of 183, and a standard deviation of 
22.62, indicating recognition of about 14% of the words.  Second-graders taking the 1.9 grade 
level probe yielded a mean of 52.24 out of a possible score of 183 and a standard deviation of 
21.73, indicating recognition of approximately 29% of the words.  Second-grade students taking 
the second-grade probes at the 2.9 grade level yielded a mean of 138.88 out of a possible 247, 
with a standard deviation of 61.55, indicating recognition of about 56% of the words and a more 
appropriate format for second-grade.  The third-grade probes administered to the third-graders 
resulted in a mean of 185.29 out of a possible score of 312, with a standard deviation of 12.79, 
indicating recognition of about 59% of the words and suggesting an appropriate level of 




218.16 out of a possible score of 312, with a standard deviation of 9.24, indicating recognition of 
70% of the words.  Because the 1.9 grade level probes yielded weak results at the second grade 
level, efforts were made to ensure sure complex sentence structure was eliminated.  No changes 
were made to the third-grade probes, although the editing process attempted to eliminate 
compound sentences and prepositional phrases as much as possible.  Both the second-and-third 
grade probes used a 14 point Times New Roman font.  Both the second-and-third grade probes 
contained four individual passages (see Appendix D).  
 Pilot phase 3.  Pilot 3 was administered to 114 first-grade students, 99 second-grade 
students, and 122 third-grade students enrolled at all eight elementary schools in the district (see 
Table 3).  
Classroom teachers using scripted directions conducted the administration.  They 
received training from literacy leaders who had been trained by the researchers.  An 
administration checklist was also provided for teachers to ensure fidelity.  Literacy leaders 
conducted fidelity checks using the checklists to ensure teachers understood proper 
administration procedures.  Prior to the probe administration students were given directions on 
how to mark the probes (see Appendix D).  At this time opportunities were provided for 
questions, as well as for guided and independent practice.  This practice was conducted in order 
to ensure that students understood task demands prior to taking the actual probe.  All scripted 
directions were read to students prior to the probe administration (see Appendix D).  Students 





Data analyses indicated that the mean for the first grade probe was 41.38 out of a possible 
score of 107 with a standard deviation of 27.31, indicating recognition of 39% of the words.  The 
standard error of the mean for this probe set was .88.  This was an improvement over the results 
for the first grade probes in Pilot Phase 1, and resulted in less variability. The second-grade 
probes yielded a mean of 176.22 out of a possible score of 247, a standard deviation of 69.48, 
and a standard error of the mean of 2.24, indicating recognition of 71% of the words.  The third-
grade probes yielded a mean of 226.99 out of a possible score of 312 with a standard deviation of 
83.34, indicating recognition of 73% of the words.  The standard error of the mean was 2.84.  
 The information gained from Pilot Phase 3 helped determine the length for each grade 
level probe. In addition, appropriate probe length was informed by data from the Harris-Sipay 
model (1990) which takes both oral and silent reading fluency into consideration when 
determining average reading fluency rates for students at various grade levels.  According to 
Harris-Sipay data average students at the end of Grade 1 read between 60-90 words per minute, 
average students at the end of second grade read between 85-125 words per minute, and average 
students at the end of third grade read between 115-140 words per minute.  Therefore, word 
limits for each grade level passage were based on the higher end of these ranges and multiplied 
by three to ensure that students would not finish before the end of the three-minute time limit.  
 Final development phase. The participating school district is located in a rural area of 
northeastern Tennessee.  The school district contains eight elementary schools who participated 
in the study.  A total of 1688 examinees in grades 1-3 took 11 probe administrations of the MAP: 
R. 538 first-grade students, 567 second-grade students, and 583 third-grade students participated. 




White, 69 (4%) African-American, 6 (<1%) Asian Pacific Islander, 18 (1%) Hispanic, and 2 
(<1%) Native American/Alaskan participants (see Table 4). 56.4% of the students in the district 
qualify for free or reduced lunch.  Prior to beginning the study, permission was obtained from the 
school district superintendent and the University of Tennessee Institutional Review Board. 
Training.  Literacy leaders were provided additional training on test administration and 
scoring.  Literacy leaders were then responsible for training teachers in grades 1 through 3 how 
to administer and score the probes.  The literacy leaders and teachers were provided with step-
by-step, scripted administration directions along with sequential, detailed scoring instructions. 
An administration checklist was also provided for teachers to ensure fidelity.  Literacy leaders 
were encouraged to conduct fidelity checks using the checklists to ensure teachers understood 
proper administration procedures.  Prior to the probe administration students were given 
directions on how to mark the probes (see Appendix F).  Opportunities were provided for 
questions, as well as for guided and independent practice.  This practice was conducted in order 
to ensure that students understood task demands prior to taking the actual probe.  All directions 
were scripted and read to students prior to the probe administration (see Appendix F).  Students 
were allowed 3 min to complete the practice exercise and 3 min to complete the actual probes. 
 Materials. All probe materials were made available to the literacy leaders who were 
responsible for conveying materials to teachers. The decision was made to administer probes 
every other Wednesday; probe directions, probes, and scoring templates for each grade level 
were loaded onto a website (www. monitoringacademicprogress.com), designed for this project, 
on the preceding Friday. All literacy leaders had access to this website.  Once probes were 




the participating school district.  Probe administration occurred bi-weekly from the first universal 
screening in November until the end of the school year in May. We developed 10 different probe 
sets for each grade level.  
 Administration.  MAP: R probes were administered to students in grades one through 
three in a group format within their regular classrooms.  The classroom teacher was responsible 
for the probe administration.  For the three administrations the teacher provided opportunities for 
practice by reading the scripted practice exercises in order to familiarize students with the testing 
format.  During this time teachers were instructed to provide further explanation or assistance for 
students who asked. 
After completing the practice exercise, practice sheets were collected and the MAP: R 
probes were distributed to students.  Upon receiving the probe students were instructed to write 
their first name, last name, and the date in the spaces provided on the first page of the probe.   
Next teachers read the scripted directions.  Although teachers were instructed to provide 
additional explanation and to identify students who appeared to experience confusion with 
following directions, they were informed that no assistance could be given during the actual 
probe administration.  At the end of three minutes, teachers instructed students to stop working 
and collected the MAP: R probes.  This procedure was followed for easy and consistent probe 
administration throughout the year.  
 Scoring.   Because the format of MAP: R for first-grade is different from the format for 
second- and third-grades, different scoring systems were created.  For first-grade, the number of 
words read minus the number of omissions (missing slashes) and commissions (slashes in the 




grade).  Initially, the same format was used for second-and third-grades . However, older 
students frequently marked at the end of the passage, indicating that they had read the entire 
passage even though they had not.  This resulted in high scores based on the number of words 
read even if very little was comprehended.  For this reason, a different scoring system was 
devised which used the percentage of correct ideas times the number of words read, as indicated 
by the last slash used to define an “idea.”  Switching to this format eliminated falsely inflated 
scores by weighting comprehension more heavily.  As a result, a student could make slashes 
indicating that he/she had read a high number of words; however, if he/she did not comprehend 
anything that was read, the student‟s score would be zero.  This scoring scheme takes both 
comprehension and rate into consideration. 
AIMSweb© Maze administration and descriptors.  The AIMSweb© Maze passages are 
standardized and may be individually or group-administered in three minutes.  The maze 
passages are designed for use with students in grade 1 through grade 8.  The maze procedure 
requires that every seventh word be replaced and the student selects the correct word from a 
group of three word choices.  The AIMSweb© Maze assessment is often used to monitor reading 
comprehension.  Shinn et al.  (2000) researchers found that AIMSweb© Maze is sufficiently 
valid, reliable, and sensitive for monitoring student growth.  According to the AIMSweb© 
manual, alternate forms reliability for the AIMSweb© Maze measure is strong at .80 (Shinn et. 
al, 2000).  Criterion-validity with the AIMSweb© Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) measure ranges 
from .77 to .86 (Espin, Deno, Maruyama, & Cohen, 1989).  The same passages that are used for 
AIMSweb© ORF are also used for AIMSweb© Maze. According to the National Center for 




the Comprehensive Reading Assessment Battery and the Stanford Achievement Test: 
Comprehension.  Correlations between AIMSweb© Maze and the Comprehensive Reading 
Assessment Battery: Words Read Correctly was .83, correlations with AIMSweb© Maze and the 
Comprehensive Reading Assessment Battery: Correct Questions was .76, and the correlations 
between AIMSweb© Maze and the Stanford Achievement Test: Comprehension was .79 
(National Center for Student Progress Monitoring, 2011). 
  The AIMSweb© Maze measure was administered to obtain concurrent validity data with 
MAP: R.  The AIMSweb© Maze measure was administered three times in a counterbalanced 
format with the MAP: R.  One class per grade per school from each of the eight elementary 
schools was selected as a representative sample.  Literacy leaders were provided with scripted 
administration directions and students were given three minutes to complete the task.  Scores 
were prorated, consistent with publisher guidelines, for students who finished before three 
minutes elapsed.  
A school employee assigned to maintaining data entry in the database created for this 
project was responsible for scoring the AIMSweb© Maze measure.  She was given step-by-step 
scoring directions published as part of the AIMSweb© package.  
 STAR administration and descriptors.  The STAR Reading Assessment (Renaissance 
Learning Systems, 1997) is a standardized, norm-referenced, computerized reading test that is 
designed for use with students in first-grade and above.  The test is only taken on a computer and 
may be individually or group-administered during 10 minutes.  The test yields scores based on 
answers to items by the computer.  The examinee is presented with a brief passage and asked to 




distinguishes it from traditional maze procedures. Additionally, the examinee is expected to 
answer questions about an authentic reading passage for the last five items for grades 3 and 
above.  The test manual reports that STAR measures reading comprehension and overall reading 
ability.  The computerized program automatically adjusts to the student‟s estimated performance 
level based on the student‟s answers to previous responses.  Percentile ranks, normal curve 
equivalents (NCE), and grade equivalents are generated to measure general reading.  According 
to studies reported in the STAR reading manual, overall test-retest reliability for STAR Reading 
is .94 with reliabilities ranging by grade from .85 to .95.  Test-retest reliability was established 
following an interval of seven days.  Split-half reliability ranges from .89 to .93.  The STAR 
Reading manual also reports a strong correlation of .74 with the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and a 
strong correlation of .69 with the Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth Edition (Topping, Samuels, 
& Paul, 2007).  Students in second-and third-grades took the STAR test at the beginning and end 
of the school year.  
 Data analysis.  Using the information gained from the various pilot studies, probe sets 
were created for progress monitoring; selected probe sets were used for various data analyses. 
Initially, descriptive data were calculated (e.g., means, standard deviations, SEMs).  Pearson 
Product Moment Correlations were calculated to determine alternate-form reliability for US1-
P10 and test-retest reliability for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze.  Pearson Product Moment 
Correlation coefficients were also used to determine concurrent validity using MAP: R and 
AIMSweb© Maze and using MAP: R and STAR.  Finally, predictive validity was examined 




AIMSweb© Maze with STAR scores as the criterion.  Each research question is addressed and 






 In order to examine the reliability and validity of the Monitoring Academic Performance-
Reading (MAP:R; Bell et al., 2010), data were analyzed for a universal screener and 10 probes 
given to both general and special education students in grades 1-3.  Multiple administrations 
yielded reliability data; two additional measures, the AIMSweb© Maze task and the STAR 
reading test also were administered to determine concurrent and predictive validity.  Descriptive 
statistics for the universal screener and probes 1-10 are displayed in Table 5.  
Reliability of the MAP: R 
 In order to assess the alternate-form reliabilities of the MAP: R, Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficients were calculated for US1-P10 probes for grades one through three. 
According to Garson (2005) reliability indices should be .70 and above; others experts 
characterize the strength of correlations coefficients be more molecularly described.  For 
example, Sattler (2008) recommends that the strength of correlations be described in the 
following manner: .20 to .29 = low; .30 to .49 = moderately low; .50 to .69 = moderate; .70 to 
.79 = moderately high; .80 to .99 = high.  Correlation coefficients for the first-grade MAP: R 
probes yielded an overall average alternate-form reliability of .79, indicating moderately high 
stability between probes.  Alternate-form correlations for US1-P10 probes for first-grade ranged 
from .66 to .88.  Second-grade overall average MAP: R alternate-form reliability was .78, which 
is comparable to first-grade and also suggests moderately high stability.  Correlation coefficients 
for US1–P10 probes for second-grade ranged from .63 to .85.  Similarly, correlation coefficients 




moderately high degree of stability.  Correlations coefficients for third-grade ranged from .66 to 
.83. 
 When correlations between adjacent probes for MAP: R were calculated, correlations 
were found to be higher.  First-grade average reliability between adjacent probes was .82, 
second-grade average reliability between adjacent probes was .82, and third-grade reliability 
between adjacent probes was .78. 
 Overall alternate-form reliability from first-grade AIMSweb© Maze probes was .74 (see 
Table 6).  Correlation coefficients for first-grade AIMSweb© probes across three administrations 
ranged from .66 to .80.  Second-grade alternate-form reliability for AIMSweb© Maze yielded 
results similar to first-grade, with an overall correlation coefficient of .73.  Correlation 
coefficients for second-grade AIMSweb© Maze across all forms ranged from .70 to .78.  Third-
grade overall alternate-form reliability for AIMSweb© Maze was also comparable to first-and 
second-grades with an alternate-form reliability of .71.  Correlation coefficients for AIMSweb 
Maze third-grade probes ranged from .67 to .76 across the three administrations. 
 Overall alternate-form reliabilities for MAP: R grades 1-3 indicate moderately high 
stability.  Alternate-form reliabilities for AIMSweb© Maze were also moderately high for grades 
1-3, ranging from .66 to .80.  Overall alternate-form reliabilities for AIMSweb© Maze for each 
grade were slightly lower than the obtained alternate-form reliabilities for MAP: R (first-grade: 
MAP: R= .79, AIMSweb© Maze = .74; second-grade: MAP: R = .78; AIMSweb© Maze = .73; 
third grade: MAP: R = .75, AIMSweb© Maze = .71). 
 Pearson product moment correlations were calculated to determine the test-retest 




students, 65 second-grade students, and 91 third-grade students at a single elementary school.  
Test-retest coefficients are provided in Table 7, by grade.  Test-retest reliability was .90 at the 
first-grade level, .84 at the second-grade level, and .89 at the third-grade level, indicating a high 
degree of stability between correlation coefficients.  These values indicate strong stability of 
MAP: R. 
Validity of the MAP: R 
 Correlation coefficients for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze probes given on the same 
day, to the same students, in a counterbalanced format, were used to obtain concurrent validity 
results.  Results for concurrent validity for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze range from .43 to .69 
(see Table 8).  Concurrent administrations of MAP: R Probe 6 and AIMSweb© Maze 
Administration 1 for first-grade (n=111) yielded a moderate correlation coefficient of .69, for 
second-grade (n=124) a moderate correlation coefficient of .54, and for third-grade (n=132) a 
moderate correlation coefficient of .55.  Concurrent administrations of MAP: R Probe 8 and 
AIMSweb© Maze Administration 2 yielded a moderate correlation coefficient of .63 for first-
grade (n= 117), a moderate correlation coefficient of .61 for second-grade (n=124), and a 
moderate correlation coefficient of .55 for third-grade (n= 138).  Finally, concurrent 
administrations of MAP: R Probe 10 and AIMSweb© Maze Administration 3 resulted in a 
moderate correlation coefficient of .52 for first-grade (n= 96), a moderate correlation coefficient 
for second-grade of .62 (n=112), and a moderately low correlation coefficient of .43 for third-
grade (n= 115). 
 The amount of shared variance between two variables can be reflected via calculation of 
coefficients of determination (r
2
).  The r
2




the MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze probes.  This value is often used to further define the 
strength of the relationship between two variables (Huck & Cormier, 1996).  For first grade, the 
amount of variance shared between MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze ranged from .29 to .48.  
Shared variance between the MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze for second-grade ranged from .30 
to .40.  Finally, shared variance between MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze for third-grade ranged 
from .18 to .38.  
Concurrent validity was also examined for MAP: R and STAR. MAP: R Probe 9 and the 
STAR test were administered within a two-week period of time.  Counterbalanced 
administrations of MAP: R Probe 9 and STAR for first grade (n=91) yielded a correlation 
coefficient of .48 indicating moderately low relationships using Sattler‟s descriptors (Sattler, 
2008).  Concurrent administration of MAP: R Probe 9 and STAR for second grade (n= 77) 
yielded a correlation coefficient of .58 indicating a moderate relationship. Finally, concurrent 
administration of MAP: R Probe 9 and STAR for third grade (n=125) resulted in a correlation 
coefficient of .67, indicating a moderate relationship. . 
In order to determine how well MAP: R agrees with other reading measures currently 
used in instructional environment, MAP: R results and AIMSweb© Maze results were compared 
to determine which measure best predicted end-of-the-year STAR scores.  Equations used to 
determine predictive validity using a step-wise regression requiring certain assumptions be met 
(e.g. normality, multi-collinearity) were used to compare MAP: R Probe 6 and AIMSweb© 
Maze Administration 1 to end of the year STAR scores.  
Results of the stepwise regression analyses show that the MAP: R scores predicted 37% 
(R
2




to add additional predictive variance.  AIMSweb© Maze Administration 1 scores were removed 
from the equation because they did not contribute significantly to the prediction of end-of-the-







In 2000 the National Reading Panel emphasized the importance of reading fluency in 
determining meaning from print.  Oral reading fluency is a strong overall predictor of 
comprehension reading success for most students (Deno et al., 1982; Hamilton et al., 2003; 
Hintze, et al., 2002; Shapiro et al., 2004).  Consequently, many current screening measures in the 
RTI process rely on reading fluency measures as predictors of comprehension.  However 
difficulties with comprehension in some groups of students, such as those who are English 
Language Learners and those with strong word calling skills but weak language/vocabulary skills 
(e.g., students who have Asperger‟s syndrome) may be missed using oral reading only as a 
predictor of overall reading ability (Carlo et al., 2004; Grigorenko, et al., 2002; Nakamoto et al., 
2007; Proctor et al., 2005).  Consequently, some experts (e.g. Fuchs, 2004) recommend 
measuring the ability of students to make meaningful connections between ideas when reading. 
This definition of fluency also embeds a comprehension element.  Its utility is supported by 
Rasinski (1994) who defined fluent readers as those who are able to break strings of text into 
meaningful units or phrases.  In part, because of the potential value of this operationalization of 
reading MAP: R was developed.  In addition, MAP: R was developed to address other 
limitations of currently available measures.  For example, unlike other techniques which require 
fluency and comprehension to be assessed separately, such as AIMSweb© Maze and DIBELS, 
MAP: R allows a single, brief, silent, group administration format. Consequently, MAP: R 
should be a more efficient screener. The purpose of this study is to examine the reliability and 




As recommended by the National Reading Panel (2000), data are needed to support the 
use of any novel, experimental instrument that might be used as part of a comprehensive RTI 
assessment model.  Results from the current study show relatively strong promise for the MAP: 
R as a reading screener for children in grades 1-3.  Because MAP:R provides information on 
fluency as well as information on how well a student comprehends text, it has potential to 
identify at risk readers who struggle along the continuum of reading skills.  More specifically, it 
may help identify groups of students, such as English Language Learners, students with weak 
language/vocabulary (due to a myriad of reasons including limited background experiences and 
language-related disabilities) who may be missed with traditional oral language-based 
assessment.  Since MAP: R incorporates science and social studies vocabulary from the 
curriculum, it should address the needs of student who respond well to basic reading instruction 
but struggle with comprehension due to limited vocabulary/background knowledge (Chall, 
1986). 
Another possible benefit of MAP: R is its sensitivity to both rate and comprehension.  
The MAP: R takes both rate and comprehension into consideration by examining omissions and 
commissions in relation to words read at the first-grade level, and by considering the percentage 
of ideas correct times word read for second- and third-grades.  Therefore, the MAP: R provides a 
rough measure of fluency moderated by comprehension (Bell et al., 2011).  As previously 
mentioned this type of format has the potential to more fully assess diverse groups of students 
such as ELL and hyperlexic readers, but may also be of benefit in a top-down model of reading 
assessment.  By examining comprehension, MAP: R could fit into the model described by 




fluency, then working down toward identification of deficits with basic reading skills.  Thus, 
students who comprehend, which is the ultimate goal of reading, are not mistakenly identified for 
remediation in fluency or basic reading skills.  Additionally, the group-administered, silent 
format provides this information in an ecologically friendly manner for teachers.  Even though 
initial reliability and validity data are promising, as indicated below, some limitations exist, and 
additional research on the reliability and validity of this instrument are needed.  
Reliability 
 Alternate-form reliabilities were calculated for grades 1-3 for all probes (US1-P10). 
Alternate-form reliabilities for grades 1-3 were greater than .70 indicating moderately high 
stability, and are consistent with the recommended minimum by Garson (2005).  However, the 
alternate-form reliabilities fall short of the .80 recommended by other experts (e.g., Sattler, 
2008).  Interestingly, alternate-form reliabilities improved from probes 5-10.  This may be 
attributed to decreased scoring error over time.  The scoring instructions and procedures were 
reviewed and clarified mid-year; further, school personnel likely became more proficient with 
scoring over time.  Additionally, the MAP: R was administered throughout the school year 
resulting in a long span of time for data collection which could also contribute to the difference 
in correlations between probes administered at the beginning of the year and those administered 
later in the year.  In fact, when the average coefficients were calculated for adjacent probes, the 
magnitude increased (first-grade average r = .82, second-grade average r = .82, and third-grade 
average r = .78).  This may be due, in part, to less error associated with assessment based on 
longer times between probe administrations, as well the possibility that more intervention 




effects.  Of note, these reliabilities are comparable to other measures employing a similar 
administration format or to assessment strategies that aim to provide similar information.  The 
format of the first grade probes is similar to the format of the Test of Silent Contextual Reading 
Fluency (TOSCRF).  Average alternate-form reliability for children age 7 (the average age of a 
child in first-grade) on the TOSCRF was .82.  Similarly, the average alternate-form reliability of 
CBM maze tasks was .81 when given to second-grade students over a one- to three- month 
interval (Shinn et al., 2000).  Thus MAP: R appears to have comparable average alternate-
reliability to both the TOSCRF and CBM maze tasks.    
Test-retest reliability for MAP: R indicated a high degree of stability for grades 1-3 (first-
grade=.90, second-grade=.84, third-grade=.89).  Correlations for grades 1-3 met or exceeded the 
.80 standard established by some experts for psychometric testing (Sattler, 2008).  Test-retest for 
grades 1-3 was conducted within a 24 to 48 hour time period.  Since test-retest numbers tend to 
be higher for shorter time intervals, future studies may focus on slightly longer periods of time 
between administrations to determine how robust this finding is for more extended test intervals. 
Again, these findings are similar to those from other similar instruments.  For example, test-
retest reliability for elementary children taking the TOSCRF was .87 using a two week test-retest 
interval, as reported in the manual.  Test-retest reliability for CBM maze task was .81 (range= 
.69 to .91) for second-grade students taking the measure over a one- to three-month period 
(Shinn et al., 2000).  Overall alternate-form reliabilities for the maze task were .83 with a 1-
month interval between testing, .80 with a 2-month interval, and .80 with a 3-month interval. 
Overall, the test-retest reliability of MAP: R is similar to alternate-form reliabilities for the 




Overall, these reliability results for the MAP: R are promising; moderately high alternate-
form reliabilities and high test-retest reliabilities were obtained.  Additionally, the alternate-form 
and test-retest reliabilities are similar to other measures such as the TOSCRF and CBM Maze 
task.  These data support use of the MAP: R for screening and, in the main, are consistent with 
best practice recommendations. 
 Validity 
 When a new test is developed it is tradition to compare it to other, more established 
measures.  Consequently, concurrent validity indices for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze were 
obtained.  These data show moderate relationships ranging from .43 to .69.  Overall correlations 
for MAP: R and AIMSweb © Maze were .61 for first-grade, .59 for second-grade, and .51 for 
third-grade.  Since both MAP: R and AIMSweb © Maze measure comprehension, albeit in 
different formats, a moderate relationship between these measures supports construct validity for 
MAP: R.  Similarly, concurrent validity for MAP: R and STAR indicated a moderate relationship 
for grades 2-3.  These values are surprising, given that the formats are different.  Method 
variance has been shown to inflate relationships between and among operationalizations of 
constructs (Cowart & McCallum, 1988).  Of note, the indices from the first grade administration 
yielded a slightly lower relationship between MAP: R and STAR (r = .48).  This may be in part 
due to the different format and content for first-grade students, relative to the format/content 
assessed from second-and third-grade students.  That is, first-grade students are required to mark 
between words in context, not ideas, and performance may be less impacted by comprehension 
for these students.  So, they do not share method or trait, at least to the same degree as the older 




they be compared to the TOSWRF or TOSCRF; both of these instruments use formats similar to 
the first-grade MAP: R probes.  
  Predictive validity was determined for grades 2-3 by using end-of-the-year STAR scores 
as a criterion and MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze as predictors in the context of a stepwise 
regression analysis.  Of the two, MAP: R was the strongest predictor, and the AIMSweb© Maze 
Administration 1 scores did not add any additional predictive capability for end-of-the-year 
STAR scores.  MAP: R scores predicted 37% of the variance in the STAR scores.  This result 
was interesting given that AIMSweb© Maze and STAR are more similar in format.  However, 
these results may not be anomalous; other studies also point to limitations of the predictive 
validity of maze.  Andren (2010) found that AIMSweb © Maze alone was a weaker predictor of 
end-of-year standardized assessments than AIMSweb© Oral Reading Fluency or AIMSweb Oral 
Reading Fluency and AIMSweb© Maze combined.  This study used the Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP) and New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) as the criterion and 
AIMSweb© Oral Reading Fluency and AIMSweb© Maze as independent variables.  For 
context, the MAP measures word recognition and decoding, literal comprehension, interpretive 
comprehension, and evaluative comprehension (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2009), and 
the NECAP assesses overall reading achievement (New England Common Assessment Program, 
2010).  Similarly, Merino and Beckman (2010) found that AIMSweb© Maze was not a 
significant predictor of end-of-the-year MAP scores.  Finally, Wiley and Deno (2005) found that 
maze was not a significant predictor for the performance of English Language Learners on a 
state standardized assessment.  In each of these studies, oral reading fluency was found to be a 




compare measures of oral reading fluency and MAP: R to end-of-the-year STAR scores or state 
standardized assessments.  
Overall, these data provide evidence of moderately strong concurrent and predictive 
validity for MAP: R.  Concurrent validity for MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze was moderately 
strong.  Concurrent validity was also moderately strong for concurrent administrations of MAP: 
R and STAR for grades 2-3.  A moderately low relationship was found for first-grade students 
when the MAP: R and STAR instruments were administered in counterbalanced order.  The 
different format used for MAP: R (from STAR) for first-grade students may have contributed to 
the lower relationship, relative to the indices for older students.  Finally, MAP: R was found to 
be a stronger predictor of end-of-the-year STAR scores than AIMSweb© Maze.  
Limitations and Future Research 
 Several limitations exist within the current study.  One possible limitation includes 
administration fidelity and probe scoring.  Although training, scripted directions, and fidelity 
checklists were provided to school personnel responsible for probe administrations, researchers 
were unable to directly observe probe administration.  Additionally, researchers did not observe 
scoring fidelity.  However, detailed scoring directions were made available to school personnel 
and researchers made themselves available to assist with scoring troubleshooting. Future 
researchers may be interested in gathering information on inter-rater reliability for scoring. 
 Another possible limitation relates to probe construction, especially readability. The 
Spache and Dale-Chall reading formulas were used to create text at the end-of-grade readability. 
However, text readability is often difficult to determine, and other readability formulas exist that 




decide to examine the correlation between current MAP: R readability levels using Spache and 
Dale-Chall as well as other readability formulas. 
 Because the data from this study are limited, practitioners will want to know the extent to 
which MAP: R identifies diverse groups of learners (e.g. English Language Learners, students 
who have a learning disability in reading, or students who are “word-callers” or hyperlexic) 
relative to other measures.  In particular, educators would be interested in determining how well 
MAP: R can identify then predict students‟ success within these groups as they respond to 
interventions as part of a comprehensive RTI program.  Future researchers may also consider 
extending this assessment approach to kindergarten students, older primary grades (since the 
focus of reading shifts more to comprehension in the upper grades), and to students in other 
locales.  Additionally, researchers may be interested in gathering data regarding the extent to 
which teachers value and agree with the information provided by MAP: R. 
Other questions remain as well and can be addressed using different methodology.  For 
example, some experts may be interested in using Generalizability Theory to determine the 
number of probes required to meet or exceed the .80 reliability criterion.  This information would 
be useful to practitioners, as would determination of the relative slopes of MAP: R vs. 
AIMSweb© Maze within an RTI context.  Finally, social validity and practical utility of the 
MAP: R should be examined.  Also, research indicates that ORF measures are currently the best 
predictors of future reading performance on standardized assessments (Andren, 2011; Good et 
al., 2001 Hintze & Silberglitt, 2005; McGlinchey & Hixson, 2004; Stage & Jacobsen, 2001; 
Wiley & Deno, 2005), although they might not be better predictors than MAP: R.  Therefore, in 




standardized assessments as the criterion.  Additionally, though designed as efficient (e.g., group 
administered, three minute screeners), scoring for the MAP: R is time consuming, at least 
initially.  Research on educators‟ perceptions of the MAP: R‟s utility, validity and practicality is 
needed. 
 In conclusion, MAP: R shows promise as a reading screener for students in grades 1-3. 
MAP: R is unique in that it is sensitive to both fluency and comprehension, as recommended by 
the National Reading Panel (2000), is brief and efficient, and could be used as part of a 
comprehensive RTI process to identify at-risk students.  Additional data from future research 
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MAP: R Pilot Phase 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Error of Measure 
   n  M   SD   SEM  
  
Grade 1  37  49.54   33.43   5.50   
 
Grade 2  59  105.46   63.34   8.25  
  



























MAP: R Pilot Phase 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Error of Measure 
 
      n  M  SD   
Grade 1  
 
K Probe    15  13.45  1.21  
 




 Ending First Grade Probe  12  52.24  21.73 
 
























MAP: R Pilot Phase 3: Mean, Standard Deviations, and Standard Error of Measure  
 
    n  M  SD  SEM 
 
Grade 1   114  41.38  27.313  .88 
 
Grade 2   99  176.22  69.48  2.24 
  




































Current Study Demographic Information 
 
 
      N               Sex     Ethnicity 
                             Male           Female  W       B          A           H   P 
Grade 1   538    291(54%)    234(44%)    485(90%)    29(5%)    3(1%)    7(1%)    (<1%) 
Grade 2   567    298(53%)    257(45%)    521(92%)    26(5%)    1(<1%)  4(1%)   1(<1%) 
Grade 3   583    307(53%)    258(44%)    540(93%)    14(2%)    2(<1%)  7(1%)   1(<1%) 





















Table 5  
Descriptive Statistics for MAP: R  
 
First Grade 
    n   M   SD 
Universal Screener  495   45.37   27.64 
Probe 1   491   35.72   26.22 
Probe 2   486   34.39   24.94 
Probe 3   499   46.52   32.10  
Probe 4   485   37.29   29.13 
Probe 5   491   51.74   34.98 
Probe 6   491   57.09   33.63 
Probe 7   450   59.48   37.50 
Probe 8   486   64.82   33.59 
Probe 9   482   62.74   38.51 
Probe 10   425   68.22   38.65 
Second Grade 
Universal Screener  439   26.07   21.17 
Probe 1   448   25.91   21.19 
Probe 2   525   23.95   18.00 
Probe 3   489   29.52   22.59 
Probe 4   518   32.78   25.43 
Probe 5   528   28.87   22.56 
Probe 6   517   30.59   24.13 
Probe 7   485   36.53   27.04 
Probe 8   521   41.06   29.45 
Probe 9   510   41.45   29.48 
Probe 10   460   33.23   23.43 
Third Grade 
Universal Screener  452   28.73   23.02 
Probe 1   453   34.80   28.44 
Probe 2   525   28.72   24.76 
Probe 3   475   28.34   24.86 
Probe 4   512   38.88   27.57 
Probe 5   508   36.79   27.18 
Probe 6   535   40.70   28.99 
Probe 7   516   40.77   26.52 
Probe 8   527   40.76   29.82 
Probe 9   539   42.66   29.65 






Alternate Form Reliability – MAP: R 
 
   1         2         3         4         5         6         7         8         9         10    
Grade 1 
     US1  .79     .79     .79     .77     .79       .78       .80      .77       .75      .75      
     Probe 1            .76     .80     .79     .79       .75       .78      .72       .73      .69 
     Probe 2           .76     .77     .80       .77       .77      .75       .75      .66 
     Probe 3          .86     .84       .82       .82      .76       .75      .75 
     Probe 4         .83       .80       .80      .73       .75      .72 
     Probe 5                                                            .85       .88      .82       .81      .78 
     Probe 6           .85      .81       .81      .83 
     Probe 7           .84    .86   .81 
     Probe 8                             .84   .80 
     Probe 9            .82 
Grade 2 
     US1  .81     .76     .75     .75     .74      .73       .72      .76       .73      .74 
     Probe 1            .78     .82     .81     .80      .76       .80      .80       .76      .71 
     Probe 2           .81     .79     .78      .76       .78      .79       .74      .63 
     Probe 3          .83     .82      .78       .77      .77       .76      .78 
     Probe 4         .81      .77       .80      .77       .75      .74 
     Probe 5         .82       .83      .81       .77      .80 
     Probe 6          .83      .81       .79      .79 
     Probe 7          .85       .80      .80 
     Probe 8            .85     .82 
     Probe 9           .76 
Grade 3   
     US1       .75     .67     .67     .73     .71      .73       .68      .69       .67      .67 
     Probe 1             .73     .75     .78     .75      .76       .73      .77       .72      .67 
     Probe 2           .70     .71     .69      .71       .70      .69       .68      .70 
     Probe 3          .78     .77      .76       .75      .74       .72      .76 
     Probe 4         .80      .77       .78      .77       .75      .82 
     Probe 5         .81       .78      .80       .79      .74 
     Probe 6          .81   .79   .79  .72 
     Probe 7           .83       .82  .66 
     Probe 8           .83  .77 









Alternate Form Reliability: AIMSweb© Maze 
 
                                 Probe 2          Probe 3 
Grade 1 
 Probe 1  .80   .66 
 Probe 2     .75 
 
Grade 2 
 Probe 1  .70   .70 
 Probe 2     .78 
Grade 3 
 Probe 1  .70   .67 





























MAP: R Test-Retest Reliability 
______________________________________________________________________________
    n   r   p 
Grade 1   75   .90   <.01 
 
Grade 2   65   .84   <.01 
 























Concurrent Validity: MAP: R and AIMSweb© Maze 
 
MAP: R Probe 
      6  8  10 
AIMSweb Maze© - Grade 1    
 Probe 1    .69 
 Probe 2      .63 
 Probe 3        .52 
 
AIMSweb Maze © - Grade 2 
 Probe 1    .53 
 Probe 2      .61 
 Probe 3        .62 
 
AIMSweb Maze © - Grade 3 
 Probe 1    .55 
 Probe 2      .55 





























Correlation Matrix for End-of-the-Year STAR scores with AIMSweb© Maze and MAP: R  
 
 




Pearson Correlation        STAR 
 
                                        AIMSweb© Admin.1 
 
















Sig. (1-tailed)                  STAR 
 
                                        AIMSweb© Admin.1 
 
















N                                     STAR 
 
                                        AIMSweb© Admin.1 
 





















Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting STAR with MAP: R  and AIMSweb© Maze 
Across Grades 2 and 3 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Predictor    n  R2   SEb  β   F     p 
MAP: R P6    29 .37    .09 .61  16.16   .01 
 
Excluded   29    .14     .43 
 






























































Spache Revised Word List (Spache, 1974) 
A 
 
able about above across act add afraid after afternoon again against 
ago air airplane alarm all almost alone along already also always am 
among an and angry animal another answer any anyone appear 
apple are arm around arrow as ask asleep at ate attention aunt awake 
away 
 
   
B 
 
baby back bad bag ball balloon bang bank bark barn basket be bean 
bear beat beautiful became because become bed bee been before 
began begin behind believe bell belong bend bent beside best better 
between big bird birthday bit bite black blanket blew block blow 
blue board boat book boot born borrow both bother bottle bottom 
bought bow box boy branch brave bread break breakfast breath 
brick bridge bright bring broke broken brother brought brown brush 
build bump burn bus busy but butter button buy by 
 
   
C 
 
cabin cage cake call came camp can candle candy can't cap captain 
car card care careful carrot carry case castle cat catch cattle caught 
cause cent certain chair chance change chase chicken chief child 
children church circle circus city clap clean clever cliff climb clock 
close cloth clothes clown coat cold color come comfortable 
company contest continue cook cool corner could count country 
course cover cow crawl cream cry cup curtain cut 
 
 







Dad dance danger dangerous dark dash daughter day dear decide 
deep desk did didn't die different dig dinner direction disappear 
disappoint discover distance do doctor does dog dollar done don't 






 each eager ear early earn earth easy eat edge egg eight eighteen 
either elephant else empty end enemy enough enter even ever every 





face fact fair fall family far farm farmer farther fast fat father feather 
feed feel feet fell fellow felt fence few field fierce fight figure fill 
final find fine finger finish fire first fish five flag flash flat flew 
floor flower fly follow food for forest forget forth found four fourth 





game garden gasp gate gave get giant gift girl give glad glass go 
goat gone good got grandfather grandmother grass gray great green 
grew grin ground group grow growl guess gun 
 
   
H 
 
had hair half hall hand handle hang happen happiness happy hard 
harm has hat hate have he head hear heard heavy held hello help hen 
her here herself he's hid hide high hill him himself his hit hold hole 









i I ice idea if I'll I'm imagine important in inch indeed inside instead 


















ladder lady laid lake land large last late laugh lay lazy lead leap 
learn least leave left leg less let let's letter lick lift light like line lion 




   
M 
 
machine made magic mail make man many march mark market 
master matter may maybe me mean meant meat meet melt men 
merry met middle might mile milk milkman mind mine minute miss 










name near neck need needle neighbor neighborhood nest never new 
next nibble nice night nine no nod noise none north nose not note 







ocean of off offer often oh old on once one only open or 






pack paid pail paint pair palace pan paper parade parent park part 
party pass past pasture path paw pay peanut peek pen penny people 
perfect perhaps person pet pick picnic picture pie piece pig pile pin 
place plan plant play pleasant please plenty plow picket point poke 
pole policeman pond poor pop postman pot potato pound pour 
practice prepare present pretend pretty princess prize probably 








rabbit, raccoon, race, radio, rag, rain, raise, ran, ranch, rang, reach, 





rich, ride, right, ring, river, road, roar, rock, rode, roll, roof, room, 




sad, safe, said, sail, sale, salt, same, sand, sang, sat, save, saw,  say, 
scare, school, scold, scratch, scream, sea, seat, second, secret, see, 
seed, seen, sell, send, sent, seven, several, sew, shadow, shake, 
shall, shape, she, sheep, she‟ll, shine, ship, shoe, shone, shook. 
shoot, shop, shore, short, shot, should, show, sick, side, sight, sign, 
signal, silent, silly, silver, since, sing, sister, sit,  six, size, skip, sky, 
sled, sleep, slid, slide, slow,  small, smart, smell, smile, smoke, 
snap, sniff, snow, so , soft, sold, some, something, sometimes, son, 
song, soon, sorry, sound, speak, special, spend, spill, splash, spoke, 
spot, spread, spring, squirrel, stand, star, start, station, stay, step, 
stick, still, stone, stood, stop, store, story, straight, strange, street, 
stretch, strike, strong, such, sudden, sugar, suit, summer, sun, 
supper, suppose, sure, surprise, swallow, sweet, swim, swing 
 T 
 
table, tail, take, talk, tall, tap, taste, teach, teacher, team, tear, teeth, 
telephone, tell, ten, tent, than, thank, that, that‟s, the, their, them, 
then, there, these, they, thick, thin, thing, think, third, this, those, 
though, thought, three, threw, through, throw, tie, tiger,  tight, time, 
tiny, tip, tire, to, today, toe, together, told, tomorrow, too, took, 
tooth, top, touch, toward, tower, town, toy, track, traffic, train, trap, 
tree, trick, trip, trot, truck, true, trunk, try, turkey, turn, turtle, 












wag, wagon, wait, wake, walk, want, war, warm, was, wash, waste, 





were, wet, what, wheel, when, where, which, while, whisper, 
whistle, white, who, whole, whose, why, wide, wife, will, win, 
wind, window, wing, wink, winter, wire, wise, wish, with, without, 
woke, wolf, woman, women, wonder, won't, wood, word, wore, 



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Pre-Pilot Tryout Phase Probes 




I see a .    ball  call 
 
I know a .    toy  boy 
 
I saw the .    bag  bus 
 
He needs to .   stop  mop 
 
Open the .    door  dog 
 
Bake the .    tape  cake 
 
Cat has a new  .   hat  had 
            





I am a good .   friend father 
 
We  together.   pat  play 
 


























Ending First Grade 
 
Name: ___________________________________ Date: __________________________ 
 
the  can fly it is pretty 
__________________________________________________________________
______ 
I see a  the  is old the  is big 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
give me the I like yellow thank you for the  
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
I had a black  I love my  he knows how to sit 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
I like to eat they are good to eat 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
the  hops he is very fast the  is going home 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
see the  jump the  jumped over the dog the  is little 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 







she lives in a  once I played at her  
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
he will ride his  I will walk she will run 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
have some  I think the  are pretty 
__________________________________________________________________
___ 
 are made of  I know how to make a  
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
I got when I was four I had they were red and yellow 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 
we like to play  we play every day playing  is fun 
__________________________________________________________________
_____ 








Ending First Grade 
 
I love sunny days on sunny days I like to ride my bike and play outside when I am 
outside I like to climb trees 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
I like to pick white and yellow flowers that grow in my yard sometimes I go to the park I 
live three houses away from the park I could stay outside all day when it is sunny 
 
 
my mom told me I was getting a big surprise on Saturday the surprise was a secret I 
tried to ask my dad but he could not tell me 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
I want a fast new bike for my birthday I saw the one I want in a store last week my 
parents know this is the kind of bike I have always wanted 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
in the morning I looked out the window there was white snow on the ground and on top 
of cars I was happy 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
on sunny days I go to the park to play I live with my family three houses away my big 













Second Grade Probes 
 
one day as I was walking home from school I saw a something shiny lying 
upon the ground I decided to move closer to the shiny object the object 
looked like an old dime even though the top looked new the back was 
covered in dirt I took the dime home and washed it then I gave the dime to 
my mom so she could see what I found 
_______________________________________________________ 
I was very tired in the morning before going to school when I got to school I 
noticed all of my friends sitting quietly the teacher told us to get out a piece 
of paper for a test the teacher said to write your name at the top of the 




in the summer Ann always likes to grow plants in the garden she works in 
the garden and pulls weeds seeing the plants get green and tall makes Ann 
happy Ann gives the plants water and picks bugs off the plants working in 
the garden is her favorite thing she wishes she could have a garden even 









once I went camping with my family before we left we packed sleeping 
bags and a tent at first I was scared about camping I had never been 
camping in the woods before we walked in the woods and found a good 
spot for our tent we cooked our dinner over an open fire and then went to 
sleep under the stars 
 
my favorite food is pizza I like many kinds of pizza I think cheese pizza is 
the best when my family eats pizza I tell the person what I want I get to buy 
the pizza  I always use manners when I ask for pizza I wish I could eat 




















our class went on a field trip to a building called an art museum on the field trip 
we were told to bring a lunch with a drink and that we would carry our lunch 
with us at the museum we saw many different paintings I have never seen so 




the Earth is made up of living and non-living things. Non-living things are 
 
 water and air. Together plants and animals make up living things. Living things 
need both water and air to grow. They need air and water to live.  It is important 
to keep water and air clean for living things. Better water and air will help plants 
and animals. 
 
the solar system is made up of planets moons stars and the sun the sun is the 
biggest star in our solar system and gives the Earth light and heat eight planets 
are also found in the solar system Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and 
very hot Neptune is far away from the sun and is cold Neptune looks blue and 
has eight moons the Earth is the fourth planet from the Sun  the Earth is the only 











Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park they noticed dark clouds in 
the sky but they still wanted to keep playing they decided to try to finish their 
game before the storm started the sky began to grow dark but they kept playing 
suddenly they heard thunder and saw a flash of bright light Ben and Scott 



































































Example 4                   I see a / the  is fast /it can fly/ 
Answer 
 
Example 1  the  is little / he is funny/ 
Example 2         I see  / I like big / 
 




















the can fly it is pretty/      7 
give me the I like yellow thank you for the /20 
I had a black  I love my  he knows how to sit/  34 
I like to eat they are good to eat/    45 
the  hops he is very fast the  is going home/         57 
see the  jump the  jumped over the dog the  
 is little/         71 
I saw a  fly I saw the plane fly over my /  84 
she lives in a  once I played at her  /  95 







Progress Monitoring E-1 
 are made of  I know how to make a /  114 
When I was four I got I had they were red and yellow/
          130 
we like to play  we play every day playing  is fun / 143 
my  is brown he is big and old I got my  from my mom/






















Second Grade Practice Instructions 
Guided Practice 
 “Today you will [also] be doing some reading. First we are going to practice.” [HAND OUT 
GUIDED/INDEPENDENT PRACTICE. Be sure Side 1 is face up]. 
“Look at the top of the page where it says „Guided Practice‟ [Point to Section]. We are all going 
to read this passage together” 
“In this activity you will read short passages and find each idea or thought. You will make a 
slash with your pencil between each idea where the end mark or period for a sentence would go. 
Look at the first example which has been done for you." 
“Let‟s go through the first passage together.” 
“Look at Example 1 [Point to Example 1].”  
 
Example 1 my favorite time of year is fall /I love the cold weather and 
watching leaves fall off the trees/ the leaves turn many colors/ 
my favorite leaves are yellow and orange   
 
“Example 1 reads my favorite time of year is fall [Pause] I love the cold weather and watching 
leaves fall off the trees[Pause]  the leaves turn many colors [Pause] my favorite leaves are 
yellow and orange. There are four separate ideas in this passage. The first idea is my favorite 
time of year is fall. So we put a slash between fall and I. This is the same place an end mark or a 
period for a sentence would go. The second idea is I love the cold weather and watching leaves 
fall off the trees. The slash should be placed between trees and the. The third idea is the leaves 
turn many colors. There should be a slash between colors and my. The fourth idea is my favorite 
leaves are yellow and orange. We do not put slashes at the beginning of the first sentence or at 
the end of the last sentence in each box, only in between ideas where end marks should go.”  






Example 2                         once I went camping with my family/ before we left we 
packed sleeping bags and a tent/ at first I was scared to go 
camping/ I had never been camping in the woods/ we walked in 
the woods and found a good spot for our tent/ we cooked our 






“Example 2 reads once I went camping with my family [Pause] before we left we packed sleeping 
bags and a tent [Pause] at first I was scared to go camping [Pause] I had never been camping in 
the woods [Pause] we walked in the woods and found a good spot for our tent [Pause] we 
cooked our dinner over an open fire and then went to sleep under the stars. There are six 
separate ideas in this passage. The first idea is once I went camping with my family. So we put a 
slash between family and before. This is the same place an end mark or a period for a sentence 
would go. The second idea is before we left we packed sleeping bags and a tent. The slash should 
be placed between tent and at. The third idea is at first I was scared to go camping. There should 
be a slash between camping and I. The fourth idea is I had never been camping in the woods. 
There should be a slash between woods and we. The fifth idea is we walked in the woods and 
found a good spot for our tent. There should be a slash between tent and we. The sixth idea is we 
cooked our dinner over an open fire and then went to sleep under the stars. We do not put 
slashes at the beginning of the first sentence or at the end of the last sentence in each box, only in 
between ideas where end marks should go.” 
 
Independent Practice 
 “Now you do two practice passages on your own. These passages are just for practice.  
“Everyone point to Example 3. When I say begin, start reading. Remember to read carefully 
before you make your slash. Read Examples 3 and 4. When you have finished put your pencil 







Example 3                  there are many different kinds of insects some insects are large 
and others are small most insects have wings but some do not 
these insects without wings will often grow wings as an adult 
wings help insects move and work many insects have two sets 






[ENSURE EVERYONE IS ACTIVELY ENGAGED AND UNDERSTANDS THE 
DIRECTIONS] 
 
Once everyone has completed the Independent Practice say: “Did everyone finish?” 
“Now let‟s check your answer to Example 3. The passage reads there are many different kinds of 
insects [Pause] some insects are large and others are small [Pause] most insects have wings but 
some do not [Pause] these insects without wings will often grow wings as an adult [Pause]  
wings help insects move and work [Pause] many insects have two sets of wings on their bodies. 
There are six ideas in this passage. The first idea is there are many different kinds of insects so a 
slash should be placed between insects and some. This is the same place we would put an end 
mark or a period. The second idea is some insects are large and others are small. The slash 
should be between small and most. The third idea is most insects have wings but some do not. 
The slash should be between not and these. The fourth idea is these insects without wings will 
often grow wings as an adult. The slash should be between adult and wings. The fifth idea is 
wings help insects move and work. The slash should be between work and many.  The sixth idea 
is many insects have two sets of wings on their bodies. We do not put slashes at the beginning of 
the first sentence or at the end of the last sentence in each box, only in between ideas where end 
marks should go.  Look at Example 3. The slashes are already there.” 
 
Example 4                  I started a new school last fall I did not know anyone at the new 
school and I was afraid I would not make friends my mother 
told me to tell my teachers I was a new student and they would 
help my mother was right I told every teacher I was new and 





“Now let‟s check your answer to Example 4. The passage reads I started a new school last fall 
[Pause]  I did not know anyone at the school and I was afraid I would not make friends [Pause] 
my mother told me to tell my teachers I was a new student and they would help [Pause] my 
mother was right [Pause]  every teacher showed me where to sit and work. There are five ideas 
in this passage. The first idea is I started a new school last fall so a slash should be placed 
between fall and I. This is the same place we would put an end mark or a period. The second idea 
is I did not know anyone at the school and I was afraid I would not make friends. The slash 
should be between friends and my. The third idea is my mother told me to tell my teachers I was 
a new student and they would help. The slash should be between help and my. The fourth idea is 
my mother was right. The slash should be between right and every. The fifth idea is every 
teacher showed me where to sit and work.  We do not put slashes at the beginning of the first 
sentence or at the end of the last sentence in each box, only in between ideas where end marks 




“Does anyone have any questions about what to do?” 
[Collect practice forms.] 
 
Example 3  Answer      there are many different kinds of insects/ some insects are 
large and others are small/ most insects have wings but some do 
not/ these insects without wings will often grow wings as an 
adult/ wings help insects move and work /many insects have two 




Example 4  Answer        I started a new school last fall/ I did not know anyone at the 
school and I was afraid I would not make friends/ my mother 
told me to tell my teachers I was a new student and they would 
help/ my mother was right/ every teacher showed me where to 
















































Progress Monitoring Ending 1 
Guided Practice 
Independent Practice 
Example 1  
my favorite time of year is fall /I love the cold weather and watching 
leaves fall off the trees/ the leaves turn many colors/ my 
favorite leaves are yellow and orange /  
Example 3   
there are many different kinds of insects some insects are large 
and others are small most insects have wings but some do not 
these insects without wings will of10 grow wings as an adult 
wings help insects move and work many insects have two sets of 
wings on their bodies/ 
 Example 4                      
I started a new school last fall I did not know anyone at the new 
school and I was afraid I would not make friends my mother told 
me to tell my teachers I was a new student and they would help 














































 Example 3 Answer      
 there are many different kinds of insects/ some insects are 
large and others are small/ most insects have wings but some 
do not/ these insects without wings will of10 grow wings as 
an adult/ wings help insects move and work /many insects 
have two sets of wings on their bodies/ 
 
Example 4 Answer         
I started a new school last fall/ I did not know anyone at the 
school and I was afraid I would not make friends/ my 
mother told me to tell my teachers I was a new student and 
they would help/ my mother was right/ every teacher told 















































Form P1G2.9 Progress Monitoring 2 
Date:_______________________________ Name:______________________________ 
before planting a flower you must get a seed soil and flowerpot first the seed 
is placed in a flowerpot next the seed is covered with dirt and water plants 
need both water and sunlight to grow for plants to grow tall and green they 
must always have water every day also cold weather is not good for them 
they need the warmth from the sun to grow strong/ 
in the summer Ann always likes to grow plants in the garden she works in the 
garden and pulls weeds seeing the plants grow green and tall makes Ann 
happy Ann gives the plants water and picks bugs off the plants working in the 

















one day as I was walking home from school I saw something shiny lying upon 
the ground I decided to move closer to the shiny object the object looked like 
an old dime even though the top looked new the back was covered in dirt I took 
the dime home and washed it then I gave the dime to my mom so she could see 


















































Progress Monitoring 2 
both thunder and lightning are made during storms many storms cause rain 
very bad storms make hail tornadoes are storms that are always dangerous 
these storms have strong winds tornadoes happen fast sitting in a hall is the 
right thing to do with a tornado basements are also safe the radio tells people 
when to seek shelter make sure to take a flashlight and phone with you/ 
once I went camping with my family before we left we packed sleeping bags 
and a 10t at first I was scared about camping I had never been camping in the 
woods before we walked in the woods and found a good spot for our 10t we 
cooked our dinner over an open fire and then went to sleep under the stars/ 
snakes are reptiles that don‟t like cold weather snakes always like warm dry 
climates snakes like to make their homes around rocks they live and sleep 
underneath rocks there are many kinds of snakes most snakes hunt and eat 
small animals such as rats snakes are found in many different sizes shapes and 
colors the way a snake looks and hunts depend on where it lives snakes are 



























Third Grade Practice Instructions  
Guided Practice 
“Today you will [also] be doing some reading. First we are going to practice.” [HAND OUT 
GUIDED/INDEPENDENT PRACTICE. Be sure Side 1 is face up]. 
 “Look at the top of the page where it says „Guided Practice‟ [Point to Section]. We are all 
going to read this passage together” 
“In this activity you will read short passages and find each idea or thought. You will make a 
slash with your pencil between each idea where the end mark or a period for a sentence or 
question would go. Look at the first example which has been done for you." 
“Let‟s go through the first passage together.” 
“Look at Example 1 [Point to Example 1].”  
 
 
Example 1            our class went on a field trip to an art museum/  we were told to 
bring a lunch with a drink and that we would carry our lunch with 
us/ we saw many different paintings / I have never seen so many 
paintings/ each room had ten paintings along with other kinds of 
artwork/ 
 
“Example 1 reads our class went on a field trip to an art museum [Pause] we were told to bring 
a lunch with a drink and that we would carry our lunch with us [Pause] we saw many different 
paintings [Pause] I have never seen so many paintings [Pause]  each room had ten paintings 
along with other kinds of artwork. There are five separate ideas in this passage. The first idea is 
our class went on a field trip to an art museum. A slash should be placed between museum and 
we. Remember this is the same place an end mark or period would go. The second idea is we 
were told to bring a lunch with a drink and that we would carry our lunch with us. The slash 
should be between us and we. The third idea is we saw many different paintings. The slash 
should be between paintings and I. The fourth idea is I have never seen so many paintings. The 
slash should be between paintings and each. The fifth idea is each room had ten paintings along 
with other kinds of artwork.  We do not put slashes at the beginning of the first sentence, only in 










“Everyone point to Example 3. When I say begin, start reading. Remember to read carefully 
before you make your slash. Read Examples 3 and 4. When you have finished put your pencil 
down. Any questions?” 
“Ready, begin.” 
 
Example 3                   Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park they 
noticed dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep 
playing they decided to try to nish their game before the storm 
started the sky began to grow dark but they kept playing 
suddenly they saw a flash of bright light and heard thunder 




Example 4                     the solar system is made up of planets moons stars and the sun 
the sun is the biggest star in our solar system and gives the 
Earth light and heat eight planets are also found in the solar 
system Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and very hot 
the planet Neptune is far away from the sun and is cold 
Neptune looks blue and has eight moons the Earth is the 
fourth planet from the sun the Earth is the only planet with 
water that people and animals can drink/ 
 
 
[ENSURE EVERYONE IS ACTIVELY ENGAGED AND UNDERSTANDS THE 
DIRECTIONS] 
 
Once everyone has completed the Independent Practice say: “Did everyone finish?” 
“Now let‟s check your answer to Example 3. The passage reads Ben and Scott were playing 
baseball at the city park [Pause] they noticed dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep 
playing [Pause] they decided to try to finish their game before the storm started [Pause] the sky 
began to grow dark but they kept playing [Pause]  suddenly they saw a flash of bright light and 




six ideas in this passage. The first idea is Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park. A 
slash should be placed between park and they. This is the same place we would put an end mark 
or period. The second idea is they noticed dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep 
playing. The slash should be between playing and they. The third idea is they decided to try to 
finish their game before the storm started. The slash should be between started and the. The 
fourth idea is the sky began to grow dark but they kept playing. The slash should be between 
playing and suddenly. The fifth idea is suddenly they saw a flash of bright light and heard 
thunder. The slash should be between thunder and Ben. The sixth idea is Ben and Scott became 
scared and ran home as the rain started. We do not put slashes at the beginning of the first 
sentence only in between ideas where end marks or periods should go. Look at the Example 3 
answer. The slashes are already there.” 
 
 
Example 3 Answer      Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park /they 
noticed dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep 
playing/ they decided to try to finish their game before the 
storm started/ the sky began to grow dark but they kept 
playing/ suddenly they saw a flash of bright light and heard 




“Now let‟s check your answer to Example 4. The passage reads the solar system is made up of 
planets moons stars and the sun [Pause] the sun is the biggest star in our solar system and gives 
the Earth light and heat [Pause] eight planets are also found in the solar system [Pause] 
Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and very hot [Pause] the planet Neptune is far away from 
the sun and is cold [Pause] Neptune looks blue and has eight moons [Pause] the Earth is the 
fourth planet from the sun [Pause] the Earth is the only planet with water that people and 
animals can drink. There are eight ideas in this passage. The first idea is the solar system is made 
up of planets moons stars and the sun. A slash should be placed between sun and the. This is the 
same place we would put an end mark or period. The second idea is the sun is the biggest star in 
our solar system and gives the Earth light and heat. The slash should be between heat and eight. 
The third idea is eight planets are also found in the solar system.  The slash should be between 
system and Mercury.  The fourth idea is Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and very hot. 
The slash should be between hot and the. The fifth idea is the planet Neptune is far away from 
the sun and is cold. The slash should be between cold and Neptune. The sixth idea is Neptune 
looks blue and has eight moons. The slash should be between moons and the.  The seventh idea 




eighth idea is the Earth is the only planet with water that people and animals can drink.  We do 
not put slashes at the beginning of the first sentence, only in between ideas where end marks or 
periods should go. Look at the Example 4 answer. The slashes are already there.” 
 
Example 4                     the solar system is made up of planets moons stars and the 
sun/ the sun is the biggest star in our solar system and gives 
the Earth light and heat/ eight planets are also found in the 
solar system/ Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and very 
hot/ the planet Neptune is far away from the sun and is cold/ 
Neptune looks blue and has eight moons/ the Earth is the 
fourth planet from the sun/  the Earth is the only planet with 
water that people and animals can drink/ 
 
“Does anyone have any questions about what to do?” 


























Third Grade Bi-Weekly Administration & Scoring Directions 
Administration Directions 
 
1.  Practice worksheets have been collected. 
 
2. Write the date on the board. 
 
3. Handout student copies of MAP: Reading. 
 
4. Instruct the students to write their name on the paper, then turn the paper face down. 
 
 
5. Say these specific directions: 
“Today you will be doing some reading {like we just practiced}. When I say 
begin you will start working. Begin with the first passage, then go to the next 
passage, until you  finish the page. If you finish all the passages on the front page, 
continue to the back of the page [TURN YOUR PAPER TO THE BACK]. If 
you come to a passage that is too hard give it your best attempt but do not spend 
too much time on one passage.  Remember to read carefully before you make 
your slash. Any questions? 
- Turn your paper over. 
- Begin 
 
6. Start your stopwatch. 
 
7. Observe students to ensure they understand the directions. 
a. Are they actively engaged? 
b. Are they making slashes in the correct places? 
 
8. If a student is not actively engaged or repeatedly making slashes in the incorrect place, say 
“Remember to read carefully before making slashes. “ 
 
9. Stop the stopwatch at 3 minutes and say: “Stop, put your finger on the last word you read. 
Now make an X over that word. Turn your papers face down.” 
 












      
   
 
   
  
    
  
 











1. Using the scoring template, for each page of passages, count the number of correct 
slashes, the number of slashes in the wrong place (Commissions--including those at 
the beginning and end of each separate passage), and the number of missing slashes 
(Omissions). Record these numbers at the bottom of the last page of passages.   
2. Add the number of omissions and commissions per page (Errors) and record at the 
bottom of the last page. 
3. At the bottom of the last page of the passages, add the number of Omissions, 
Commissions, Errors and Correct Slashes for each page. These are the student‟s 
overall scores that will be entered into the database.  
4. Locate the place where the student made the X (for last word read). Find the number 
to the right of the passage of the last complete sentence the student read. Count the 
additional words, including the word marked with an X  and add these together to 


























































 Example 1              
 our class went on a field trip to an art museum/  we were told to 
bring a lunch with a drink and that we would carry our lunch with 
us/ we saw many different paintings / I have never seen so many 
paintings/ each room had 10 paintings along with other kinds of 
artwork/ 
Example 3                          
 Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park they noticed 
dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep playing they 
decided to try to finish their game before the storm started the 
sky began to grow dark but they kept playing suddenly they saw 
a flash of bright light and heard thunder Ben and Scott became 








































 Example 4                        
the solar system is made up of planets moons stars and the 
sun the sun is the biggest star in our solar system and 
gives the Earth light and heat eight planets are also found 
in the solar system Mercury is the closest planet to the sun 
and very hot the planet Neptune is far away from the sun 
and is cold Neptune looks blue and has eight moons the 
Earth is the fourth planet from the sun the Earth is the only 
planet with water that people and animals can drink/ 
 
 Example 3 Answer       
  Ben and Scott were playing baseball at the city park /they 
noticed dark clouds in the sky but they still wanted to keep 
playing/ they decided to try to finish their game before the 
storm started/ the sky began to grow dark but they kept 
playing/ suddenly they saw a flash of bright light and heard 
thunder/ Ben and Scott became scared and ran home as the 
rain started/ 
 
Example 4 Answer         
the solar system is made up of planets moons stars and the 
sun/ the sun is the biggest star in our solar system and gives 
the Earth light and heat/ eight planets are also found in the 
solar system/ Mercury is the closest planet to the sun and 
very hot/ the planet Neptune is far away from the sun and is 
cold/ Neptune looks blue and has eight moons/ the Earth is 
the fourth planet from the sun/  the Earth is the only planet 
with water that people and animals can drink/ 























































Progress Monitoring 2 
Name:______________________________ Date:_______________________________ 
the Earth is made up of living and non-living things non-living things are water 
and air together plants and animals make up living things animals and plants 
need both water and air to grow they need air and water to live it is important 
to keep water and air clean for living things clean water and air will help plants 
and animals/ 
my favorite class in school is art because I love to draw and make pictures in 
art class I like to draw pictures and then show them to my closest friends 
sometimes the pictures I make are so funny that they make my friends laugh I 
got to work for a long time in art class and I made six pictures to share with my 
friends I always try to give my best friends funny drawings that will make them 


















I want to tell you about an exciting event that happened it all started when I 
woke up at seven in the morning my mother told me she had a surprise for me 
and to come downstairs we walked down the stairs together and she told me to 
close my eyes I was so excited then she asked me to slowly open my eyes I 

















































Form P2G1.9 Progress Monitoring 2 
a science notebook is a useful tool the notebooks can be used for many things 
you can keep pictures you draw of living and non-living things these notebooks 
will also hold much of the data you need to keep t the notebooks are easy to 
carry and you can bring them anywhere/ 
 
today at school I got hurt on the playground during recess everything started 
when I was climbing on the high monkey bars with my friends I tried to hold 
on to the monkey bars but my hands slipped and I took a hard fall to the ground 
my teacher saw what happened and helped me she was kind and helped me 
clean the cut and pick myself up next time I will hold on tighter/ 
 
leaves come in many different shapes and sizes and are found on plants each 
kind of leaf makes food for the plant that helps it grow leaves have veins and 
these veins help bring water to every part of the plan they also carry food to 
different parts of the plant some special leaves even have spines or bud scales 
that catch insects only some leaves will change color in the fall when they start 
to die after leaves change colors it is not long until they die and fall off / 
 Correct 
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